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CHAPTER I

POLITICAL TIIOVATION:

A CONCZPTUAL FRAMEVWORK

L. Introduction

I am very proud of your House of Representatives and your
‘nited States Senate, and I know everyone is applauding the
historic action that the Congress has just taken. Since 1870,
alrmost a hundred years ago, we have been tryirg to do what we
have just done--pass, an elementary school bill for all the
childron of America.?*

So spoke President Lyndon B. Johnson on April 9, 1965, in
reaction to the announcement that the United States Congress had
approved the Zlementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. A
few days later, while seated outside the furmer one-rcom school-
houce at Stonewall, Texas, where =o first attended clascses, the
President signed the bill into law. Ee emphasized his satisfaction
with the new legislation and its suvporters by cormenting:

As President, I beliove decply that no law I have signed

or will ever sign means rore to the future of our nation . .
. . L vredict that all of those of both parties of Congress
who supported the enactirment of this legislation will be

remervered in history as mon and women who began a new day
of greatness in Americar. society.z

The President's stress on the,innovative nature of this

logislation 1s quite understandable to those who are familiar with

1Sew'Yg;k Times, April 10, 1965, p. 1.

2Itid., April 12, 1965, pp. 1 and 22.

meaca tamRniae il st e e s I A AL TR S b e A D L T e et - S R
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the history of past efforts to enact a program of geneoral federal
aid for elementary and secondary education.é for nearly a century
the national legislature considored dozens of proposals vhich wcre
designed to originate such a prosram; yet rone wore approved. 7he
various proposals invariably tended to introduce, or reintroduce, a
host of controversial issuos wih.ch rade majority consencus on the
sabject an extrermely elusive occurrence. Many of the propositions
became involved with some combination of such explosive questions
as federal control of education, the granting of federal funds to
segrozated schools, the distribution%of federal aicd *to private
educational institutions, and the allocation of federal funds arong
tho states. Indeed, this area of national public volicy has been

so plagued by a variety of sensitive topics that carsful studerts

o

£ the sibject have consistently predicted that the passage of a
foderal aid for oducation bill was quite unlikely. For exanmple,

at the coaclusion of a detailed and insightful analysis o. “he 1961
congrescisnal deliberation concerning federal aid to elemer .ary
anc secor.dary cducation cno political sc.catist weote:

lho bitternoss of the 1961 le-inl-tive strusgle and
whz difficulties of rsaching a consencus on the sta‘us of
ronpublic schools vill rot scon be forzotten. In orivate,
many school-aid suvpporters adrmitied that federal aid of
the cort vroposed by Fresideat Xennedy was decd, rot Just
for the 37th Congress, but probably for the decade of the
16601 s, %

3Although this exact worcirg will not alweys be used,
due to style and space consideration, the focus of this study
is centerad on the kind of federal aid which is reforred to '
as general aid for elementary and secondary education.

uﬁugh Douglas Price, "Race, Religion and tho Rules Comitieo:
a0 Xennedy Aid-to-Educaticn Bills," in Alan F. Westin, eod., Tha
Uscg of Power (New York: Farcourt, Brace and World, Inc., 1967,
p. ©7.
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The pessimism exprossed +t the termination of this investi-
gatlon is not an isolated conclusion. A mors hiStorical study of
the fedoral aid to oducation issue, writton by Frank Yunger and
Richard Fenno, clearly illusirates that the 196£ setback was only
the most recent of a long string of proponent failures. Their
account of the numerous attexpts to enact a federal aid to education
program and tho concomitant coatroversies and pitfalls surrounding
this issue suggests the remotenoss of success in this aroa of public
policy. They characterize the movenc t for fedoral aid as one which
seoms to continue but not progress and conclude trat:

For close to a century the fedorzal aid story-line hacz

run on without a break, rather in the manner of a caytimo
television serisl. There is no particular recsen to assun

Shood WA aLs

the end is now in sizht, and some good reasons to suczect

that federal aid will not be approved within tne immediate
future, 5

Cther commentators have also noted the secringly endld ss
attempts, yot provonent fzilures, which have been tyvical of thre
school-aid movement. Robert Bendiner, for instance, who wos

verested in rresenting an argument or congressional institutional
reform decided that for purposes of iliustration he requirod:'"An
issue with a lon;, varied, and frustrating life aistory, and had
no trouble therofore in choosing federal zid to tro elermentary
and cecoraary schools of tho countr:y.”6 This issue served his

purposes woll for Berdiner had little difficulty in demon~trating

how the congressional machinery may be utilized to block legislation

5Frenk J. Mungor and Richard F. Fenno, Jr., Natiorrl Pnlsitic

ar’i "~deral Aid to Edugation (Syracuse: Syracuse Univercity Press,
1961), p. 170,

6Robert Bendiner, Obstacle Course on Capitol i1l (New York:
YcGraw-Eill Book Company, 1964), p. 7.
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f which lacks what he refers to as a determined and overwhelming
majority. After reviewing the roceant history of the schonl-aid
campaim, heo also.reachod tho view that the probability of passing |
a primary and.socondafy aid for education bill in the near future | : I
was minimal. In his judement, only a "miraculous" set of circum- I:
stances cculd produce such an occurrence. The likelihood of this

' ideal pattern ermerging is expresced in the following manner:

from all that has gone teforo, it can be said that the

spontaneous arrangoment of circumstanccs is possitle--tut i
only in the same way that it is possible for pigments throwm )
at a canvas to shape thcrmselves into the 'Last Suppor'. That ‘
is, it may hapoen, but it is not a good bet, and to have to
count on it for the success of legislation approaches the
preposterous.,

Despite the momentum of almost one hundred years of proponent N

) . failure and the informed ovinions expressed above, the United States

sources have referrsed to as the first general aid for elementary and

-

Congress did approve a bill during the spring of 1965 which many ‘f
|
|
|

secondary education program in American nistory. 1in view of the

aistory of the school.zid movement and particularly the most recent
occurrences concerning efforts to enact such legislation, the perplexing
question which cmerges from this decision is how and why did the con- i
gressional action of 1965 result in a unigue proponent success? I
Yore spocificelly, what accounts for the fact t.at a school-aid bill
(1) successfully reached the House floor for a vote in 1965 and (2) L

gained a majority vote to reverse the most recent proponent defeat

7Ibid., p. 192.
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of 1961 (see Table 1)?8 The primary objective of this study is to

formilate reasonable answers to these questions.

II. The Meanine of General Aig
Before discﬁssing the nanner in which this investigaﬁion
will be conducted, it is neceiuary to establish the point that t-e
legislation under examination is indeed a major departuras in national

sCucation policy. Some students of federal aid for education may rea-

sonably argue that the “lementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is

not an authentic general aid to education program which differs
significantly from the pattern of limited and specialized program
aid. They may affifm that it is comparable to the Smith-Hurhes Act
of 1917 whiecn set up the initial program of federal grants-in-aid
to promote vocational education in precollegiate schools or the
Lanham Act of 1940, and subsequont "impacted area" legislation, which
provided federal funds for school districts experiencing enrollment
increases due to the presence of federal personnel and thoeir families.
This is a fair position to itzke since tho Zducation Act of 1665 does
have a somewhat specialized and "impacted arza" characteristic.

Title I of the law, which aceounts for about $1.1 billion
of the approximately $1.3 billion authorized for the fisecal year
1966, provides for grants to be made to local school districts on
the basis of 50 per cent of the average per pupil expenditures in

their state for the school year 1963-64 multiplied by the number of

8This emphasis on action in the louse of Renrzsontatives
steris from the fact that proponents of school aid have been rolatively
ciccessful in passing bills in the Senate during the post-World War
Il period, but have oncountoered stiff resistonce in the Kouse for
reasons which will becor.e apparent throughout this study.




TABLE I

HOUSE VOTE ON FZLilAL AID TO ZIUCATION,

1961 AND 1965

1961 1969
:
Yea Nay Yea Tea Nay Yea
‘Northern .
Democrats 143 12 g2 197 4 98
Southern
Demozrats 21 70 23 31 53 37
Total
) Democrats 164 82 67 228 57 80
Republicans € 160 4 35 95 27
Total. Vote 170 242 5} 263 153 63

Source: Cormpiled from Congressional (uarterly Airmanac, 1561
and 1965.




five to seventeon-year-old children in the local school district
from families with an annual income beolow $2,000 or with a highor
income resulting from aid to depsadent children relief payments.
The local school districts do not automatically receive thoir pro-
portion of the aid but must submit to thoir State Education Departrient
for approval, plans "to expand and improve thoir oducational orograms
by various means (including proschool programs) which contribute
particularly to meeting the special educational ncods of ecucationally
deprived children."9 Consequently, tnis is aid to school districts
vhich are impacted by poverty stricken families and is, in that
sense, a specialized aid program.1 |

Part of {lis difficulty in determining whother such a progranm
is general aid or not revolves around the imprecise usage of the
term "genoral". BEvidently the most genoral iype of federal aid
would be aid that is grantod to school districis in a manner similar
to the distribution of most state aid for education. That is, all
school districts would receive some aid, tho amount dependent upon
the state's particular formla, with the funds being expended armong
various catcgories at the discrotion of the local school district.
This kind of aid is referred to as general because all districts
receive some proportion of the total and the local districts have
the right to decide how it is to be spent..

Vhat makes the issue confusing is that the school construction

and teacher salary bills which have been presented to the national

9Sanato Committee on Labor and Public “elfare, Elementary
and Secondary Zducation Act of 1965, 89th Congress, lst Session

1965), 25.

1oSee Appondix A for a summary of the complete law.
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logislature for the past decade or s» have becn referred to as
goneral aid even though it 1s clear that the local school districts
would be compelled to use the funds allocated under such programs in
spogia}ized equnditurq catogories. Ia this context, the Education
Act of 1965 is cor£ainly as gonoral,  ard probably moro so, than the
construction/salary proposals since both types of expenditureos are
possible under Title I as are many more activities which can be relatod
to improving tho oducation of culturally doprived children.l.t

There are a number of other factors which indicate the general-
ness of the legislation., Funds under Title I, for oxample, will
be allocated to school districts both public and private in at least
95 por cent of the nation's counties and grants urder the other titles
of tho Act will presumably benefit all school districts.12 Title II
grants are provided for a five-year program to enable school liﬁraries
to purchase textbooks and other instructional materials for the use

of childron and teachers in all public and private elementary and

socondary schools. The provisions of Title II1 establish a fivo-year

program of grants to states for the creation of suoplomentary oducational

ceniters and servieces which aro to be availaovle to both public and orivate

school studerts. And finally, Titles IV and V give aid to elementary
and secondary education in an indirect manner by supplying federal funds
for educationa} rosearch and aid to -states to strengthen their state
education departments.

Additionally, the $1.3 billion authorized for the fiscal year

1966 ropresents a figure which is considerably higher than the estimated

UFor a 1isting of the various programs possible under Title
I vrovisions, see: Senate Committee on Labor and Fublic Welfare, g9p,
cit., 636-637.

127p44., p. 894,

4




$497 million expended by tho Federal government on all its various
elemontary and secondary aid programs in 1965 (sce Table 2). The
Education Act of 1965, taerefore, almost triples the fedoral fizcal
cormitment to primary and csocondary education. In this sonse, it
appears that "the foot in the door' monctary conservatives have

resistod for so long has been incerted.

T/3La 2 ;

FEDERAL FINACIAL ASSISTAICZ TO EDUCATION,
1956-1966 (In millims)

Zlementary and

Year Secondary Education dichor ZAucation Totnl
1956 $ 123.9 $ 5.1 $ 129.0
1953 225,7 5.1 230.3
1960 327.6 70.5 392.1
1962 383,2 132,3 515.5
1964, 409 .1 180.3 589 .4
1945 L97.6 706.0 1263.6
1966 520,1% oUg, 1* 1469 ,2*
1965 1281,0%*
*Lstimates

**The Zlomontary and Secondary Zducation Act of 1965

Sourco: Scnate Committeo on Labor and Public “elfare,
erentory and Sneondary Sduention Aot 0f 1954, 89th Congress,
1st Session (1965), a8,

It is clear from the cuotations included above that President
Johnson percoived the law as a major now cchool-aid bill as did many
congrossmon, including Senator Jacob Javits, Republican of lNew York,
wviho termed the bill "the most comprehensive and far-reaching ecducatior

progran ever sent to Congress."13 Conprossional Cuarterly, the rost

authoritative periodical on Congress, arrived at a similar conclusion

BB e L

13Quoted in the Neow York Times, January 13, 1965, p. 21. 3%
i
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in its 1965 special report on the role of the Federal government
in education by stating: "Tne first general aid to education
bill ever to c¢clear Congress was enactea tnis year."lL

degardless of the view taken concerning wnether the legisluticn
shouid be termed generel or nol, the crucial ract rezaing trat & sign-
ificant and substantial sct of political crnanges cccurred beiweern
1961 end 1905 waich consideraily ailsers the reiustionsaip beiween the
federul governnient ana edaucation. Given the present ane projectec
ro.e of thne education function in american scciety, it is rot unrca-
conatbtle to suggest that this new commitmen:t of feceral aid to euwcation
ray in the long run represecnt tne most impertent cacnge ian national

uciestic policy since the liew Deal perioa. This point alicne ‘ustifies

a8 study of the factors contributing to this zignificant decision.

-

Folitienl Inrova

III. A Svsters Lpvroach to
T
()

In attenmpting to explain the advent of such a potentially
fur-reaching alteration in naticras policy end legislative action,
one firds it necessary to consiaer the mere fundemental cuestion
concerning the manner in which major inncvation ceecurs in our political
system. Unfortunately for thne stucent of volitical crnange, ine
t.rend in political science toward systematic empirical ana trecre-
tical inquiry has not includea an emphacis in explaining major - »

change. In additicn, and mwore relevant to the orientation of

tnis study, the various approachecs to national legislative politvics,

1y
Congressional Quarterly Service, Federal Role in Fducgtion -
(Washington, D.C.: 1965), p. 31l.




suca as the case study approach to a bill15 and studies which focus

onn functional and systems analysis of sub-legislation units,16 also
lack stress on what influences the national legislature to roverse its
position on a long-standing issue. The former kind of study tonds

to emphasize a detailed cmpirical examination of the "full life" of

a particular bill to illuwainate the congressional processing of
legislation, while the latter zonerally utilizes an equilibrium model
dealing with conflict adjustment and consensus building at the sub-
system level rather than a model which stresses major innovation at
the moroe encompassing legislative level. Lacking an exolicit model

of political change at this more genoral unit of analysis, the researcher
may eliher invent a unique model or construct a conceptual frarework
through the adaptation of existing concepts. The latter strategy

has been selected in this study. More specifically, an attempt will
be made to combine elements of the systems approach to political

behavior at the societal levol, as developed by such theorists as

15566, for example, Stepren #. Balloy, Conpresc Makes a
L~ (Now York: Colurbia University Press, ‘950) and Janiel i,
Borman, A Bill Zecorns a Law (New York: <The Macmillan Company,

1966.)

n i1

16.. .
Zxamples of this rwre recent approach to national lezis-

lative volitics may be found in come of the studies included in

Robort Pecbody and Helson Poloty (eds.), woir Porsaoctives on “tho

Hease of Sonresentatives (Caicapo: Rand denally & Company, 1963).

Also sco «alph Huitt, "The Coryrassicnal Commitiee: A Case Study,"
Amewinan Politieal Seience Rovimr, Vol. XLVIII (June, 1954), op.
340-365; Charles 0. Jones, "The Polo of the Congressional Subcommittee,™
Yid-est Journal of Politicsl Seicnee, Vol., VI (November, 1952), pp.
327-Lily; Georze Goodiin, "Subcomnittees, The NMiniature Legiclatures

of Congress," Vol. LVI (Sopterber, 1962), pp. 596-604; and John ¥.
Manley, "The House Committee on YWays and Means: Conilict Hanagenment

in a Congrossional Committee," Americon Political Science Reviey,

Vol. LIX (December, 1965), pp.- 927-939.
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Easton and Mitchell, 1?7 with aspects of a legislative model constructed
by Wahlke and his colleagues.l8
Prior to a more detailed discussion of what is involved in
such a modification, it is useful to dolineate some of the hasic
notions which relate to political systems analysis in genoral.
Probably the most basic point io be made is that the
systems cpproach posits the proposition that %the subject mattor of
political science may be viewcd as a system because it focuses on
(or should if it does not) the sot of interrelationships among
political actors and institutions. These actors, working through
tho institutions, produce authoritative decisions concorring which
competing political goals and aspirations will be written into public
policy and consequently enforced by the legitimate pvower of the
state. It is sugzested that such behavior and structures may be
viewed as a system because the various parts are interrelated in
such a manner that variation in any one part has an impact on the
remaining soctors.
A second basic point is that the systems approach is esson-
tially descriptive in charactér. It attempts to indicate the relation-

ship among various parts of the political system; thus, at this stago,

17500 David Easton, "An Apvroach to the fnalysis of Pdiitiéal
dystems," lorld Politics, Vol. IX (4pril, 1957), pp. 383-400; 4

Framemmwi fer Political .nalysis (Enplownod Cliffs: Prontice-Hz11,

1955); A Systens fnalysis of Politieal Life (New York: John “iley &
Sons, Inc., 1965); and William C. “dtchell, Tha lrorican Polity
(MNew York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 19625.

18jorn cC, Wahlke, Heinz Enlay, Yillianm Buchkanan, and rowvoy C.
Forouson, The iexiclative Svster (Few York: John YEley & Sons, Inec.,
1962). For a related disc.ssion see Edward A, Shils, "The Logisiator
and Lis Environment," The Vaiversitv of Chicaro Law Review, Vol.

XVIIT (Spring, 1951), pp. 571-56%,
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it 1s more useful as an organizational scheme than a predictive
riodel.

Another fundamental proposition underpinning this perspective
is that such a unit as the political systea may be sufficiently and
profitably dlfferentiatod from the other sociali systems operating

in a society. The means for construci. | .. - analytical category

Lpowe

centers on abstractin- out thoso aspects of human interaction which
are eossentially political. 'What distinquishes wolitical interactions
from all other kinds of social interactions is that they are predomin-
antly oriented toward the aunthoritative allocation of values for a
sociaty.”19 Clearly, the political system overlaps with tho other
social systems in a soclety insofar as the individuals involved are -
rembers of various sub-systems, Consccuently, tre legislator nay

be consicdered a momber of the economic system, the relirious system,
and so forth; however, that portion ol his btenavior which is most
Girectly related to the authoritative allocation of values is

isolated (insofar as this is possible) and analyzed in order to

assoss iis impact within the political :rystem. Theorctically, whcn
sach a process is succoessfully cocmpleted “or all rembers of a society
it is possible to delineate tho intercctions which compose the political
syster of the society; reoalizing, of course, that the boundary tetwwen
it and other sub-systems is somewhat hazy and that the systems are

hizhly interrelated.

197 Saston, A Frawcrovi for Political Anclycis, op, cit., p. 50.
For a discussion of acditionil systoms OTGIITINg in coc.oly sec: -alcott
Parsons, The Social System (New York: The Free Press, 1951) 2nd Talcott
Parcons and Edward Shils (eds.), Toward s Geners) Theory of Action
(New York: Harper and Row, 1951).
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Although a political system is distinquishable from tho
environment in which it exists, it is an open system. In other
words, it is open to influences from other sub-cystems within tho
society and extra-societal sub-:ystems. The point here is that
phienomena, both physical and social, which occur outside the boundaries
of a political system ray play.an important and in some cases a
crucial role in influencing the manner of interaction within the cystex
and consequent outputs. Therefore, an inflation in tho e ‘nozy, 2
shift in cultural values, a redistribution of population, or an inter-
national crisis may each have irportant implications for = political
System.

Under particular circumstances these events and conditions
in the environment are transmitted to a political system in the forw
oI politiczl demands and as potential cources of stress which gorerally
stirulate the internal structures and processes within the system
to ;egulate or cope with the stross produced by the demands. Zut
rmoro formally, the environmontal conditions shape the inputes which
cross the bouncary into a political systen vhere they are converted
by the internal mechanism, e.z., thoe legislature, into outputs. It
is important to note that occurrences within a political system are
also capable of producing sufficient stress which reouires a response
in the form of outputs.?0 For example, a rapid shift in the relative
powers between the legislative and executive branches of a political

system may produce a state of tension that can influence the nature of

outputs,

20In order to distinquish these internal strecsos from the
external, environmental stresses, Easton has suggested the term
"withinputs" for the former. Ibid., pp. 114-115.
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The term outputs is reserved within this approach to refer
\> the authoritative allocation of values such as legislative laws,
exocutivo orders, judicial rulings, administrative decisions, and
all other decrees which aro backed by the legitimate power of the
state. | | |

Tho discharge ot authoritative outputs is not torminal;
once they havo cmergod from tho system the outputs have a feedback
offect on the genoral onvironmont and potentially the political
system itself, Indeed, this feedback process becomes crucial +o
the persistence of a political system since it plays the role of
providing a flow of information to the authoritios within a system
which allows them to assess and respond to tho impact previous
outputs have had on the original demands made upon the systen.

Tais linkage of the feedoack to inputs, the political systexm,
and cor.sequent outputs and the indication of the function ecch corcept
plays in relating a political system to its environment, as well as
whe gencsis of stress within lne cgyste::, denotes the emvhasis on
process wWiat is inherent in the 2pproach. The task remaining is %o
adjust this frascwork, which pertains to & poiitical system at the
towal societal level, to the national legislative Zevol.,

Sach a shift involves reducing the unit of analysis from the
total societal political systom to a tub-political system. For
purposes of this study the sub-political system which will be the
focus of analysis is the congrossional component of the national
goverrment, As has already been implied in the preceding discussion,
changes in outputs emerging from a political system may result from

changes in the environment and/or changes within the system itself.
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The b2sic argument that will be dovoloped in this study is that the
new output--The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965--wzs the

-

resuit of a mixture of past and immediate changes, both in the enéﬁr-
onment and within the political system, which camo togother in a unique
consteliation capable of generating a now major public policy that

had long been blocked by a variety of factors. The principal task

is to identify and investigato the variables in both categorios, the
environrent and the system itself, which appear to hold the most promise
fof explaiiing the nature of the changes and how they contributed

to the output under consideration.

Relative to the environmental category, it appcars useful tc
consider at least twec sub-categories, one of whicr mzy be termed
"eircumstantial conditions,”21 and another which mey be identified
as "demand articulateors.” The first concept refers to the fact that
a legislative system exists at any specific time within a2 generalized
environment that it shares with tho other social systoms in the society.
The conditinns which characterize the gencral envirorment, however,
rmay have special implications for the functioning of the political
system:; ror example, it make> a difference whether the legirclature
is operating during a time of péace or war, during a period of economic
growth or dstress, or in a veriod of rapid social change.

Throughout the struggle for fedoral aid to education, proponents
have attempted to put the rationale for federal aid into a context
wnich reflucted a condition in the general society which had "crisis-

lixe"implications fer the education function. The proportion of

2iThis particula:® concept and the coanseguent framework follnis
in a2 general manner the approacn suggested in Wahlke, et.al,, op. cit.,

especially pp. 3-29.
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selective service rejections during the World War periods produced
domands for federal aid in 1918 and 1943; the social and econoric
conditions of the depression stimmlated emergency aid to education
in the 1930's; and the postwar teacher shortage and baby boor of
the 1950's created the context for the most recent gercral aid bills.
This study will attempt to illustrate that at least thrce
onvironmental conditions which became prcvalent between 1941 and
1965 altered the rationale underpinning federal aid for education.
Theso three circumstantial conditions include the "rediscovery" of
poverty in Amorican sociely, the trend of mstrovolitanization and
1ts consequences for the education function, and the civil richts
movement. {%he nature of these factors, their implications for educa-
tion, and their relationships to the Education »ci of 1965 are explored
in Chapter i1,
The circumstantial conditions in the crivironment surrouncirz
the legislative system ﬁay be instrumental in creating input demands
on the system in two ways: thoy may have a direct impact on lezis-
lators who perceive the actual conditions as political comands reguiring
respor.sos or the conditions may be filtered through what may be reforred
to as "demand articulators," the second sub-category in the general
environment .22
There aro at least four groups which may be idertified as
derand articulators who perform the function of providing lezislators

with sources of legislative input. Corprising this eavirormental

1t is possible, of course, for the legislative system to
receive the same demands from circumstantial conditions and the
major demand articulators simultaneously,

£




sub-category are constituents, organized intercst grouns, the
principal political parties, and the chief executive. All of thc:e
factors have an influential impact on the nature of interaction wit.in
the legislative system and the kinds of outputs wnich omergo from it.

Chapters III and IV aro devoted to a discussion of the various
changes which occurred amony these factors and their subsequent influecnces
on the outcome of the 1565 bill. Tho opinions of constituents regardirg
federal school aid as reflected through public cpinion polls are
examined over time; tlie constellation of interes® groups for and
against education aid in 1961 and 1965 are contrasted; the past and
more rocent postures of the major political varties concoraing the
issue are oxamined; and finally, the views of postwar Prosidents
on aid to education and their relative commitments Lo tho cause arc
compared,

As the previous discussion has indicated, changes in tn
environment surrounding the lezislatura reopresents one orincipal
source of exolanation corncerning a new policy cuipuv; itne other
main oricin of innovation may be found in changes which occurrad
within tho system itself. It wwuld be impossible to take inte
account all the chanses within the system which have occurred over
sech a poriod of years. Thorefore, for pvarposas of making tho analysis
nanageable, tarce major alterations, which according to past studies
hava been instrumental in influencine the outcome of federal aid
to education bills, are identified and examined. Those threc factors

include the alteration in the provortion of Democrats and Repablicans

L e

on the House Comiittec or Zducation and Labor in 1959, the chanve

UL
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from Graham Barden to Adam Clayton Powell as chairman of that comnittee
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FIGURE I
y A MODEL OF LEGISLATIVE CHANGE
Chanzos within the
Environmental Chanecs Lepislative Svstem
A, Circumstantial Conditions A, Altoration of
1. The Rediscovery Party Ratios
of Poverty
on House Education
2, The .etropolitan Now
Trond N Committeo
3. Tho Civil Rirhts Inputs 3. Chanze from Barden
Noveront New
to Pownll as
3., Major Demarnd Articula.
tors Chairman tout
1, Constituonts C. Enmlargement of
Now
2. Organized Interest House Rules
. 3rouns
. Inputs Committee

3. Political Parties

4, The President

in 1961, and the increase in membership of the Eouse 2ules Committee
in 1961, Chapter V of this study is devotod to rslating these

changes within the legislative system to the eventual passage of the

a7

;
i
,
4

B
3

)

school aid bill 3n 1965.

In summary, then, this investigation has been ovut into the con-

text of political imnovation bascause it involvos an attempt to iduatify

'U‘,n;‘ e
o

and analyze the msst significant factors contributinz to the enactirent

N
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: of a bill which roprosents a new major policy commitment of the Federal
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government, Tirst, an examination 1s made of the environmer.tal changes
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; walch appear to have influenced this decision; second, a discussion
of the relevant system changes is presented; and third, the total

mixture of factors are related to one another in the concluding

chapter.
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CAAPTER 11

POVERTY, CITY SCHGOLS, AND CIVIL RIGATS:

TEE NEW RATICNALE FOR FEDZRAL AID
1. Backerou

One of the characteristics of a legislative system, as was
pointed out earlier, is its openness; that is, its resoponsiveness
to conditions existing in the surrounding environment waich have
been converted to political demands either by members within the
system or demand articulators. Genorally, this means that indivi-
duals or groups have identified particular social, economic, or
political conditions which they perceive as problematic and have
utilized whatever political rosources they possess to have those
conditions altered by governmental acticn. Those who are successful
in realizins their demands and why they are successfulf or "who gets
w-at, whon, and how," has been a central focus of political science.
ilthoupgh answers to these cuestions may be fragmentary, one factor
appoars to be clear: the prozonents of a goal inecraase their chances
of victory if thoy are able to convincingly relate thoir objectives
to the alleviation of some genoral socictal "crisls.”

A recent 1liustration of tais principle from the area of
national education policy is the cnactment of the Jational Defensc

Ecucation Act of 1958. After the Soviet Union launched its first

earth satellite, Sputnik, on October L, 1957, grave warnings were




made in many corners that the United States had lagged seriously

behind the Soviets in the fiold of science thus presenting a national

security crisis. Proponents of a federal education program tc doal

with this situation were successful in linking this “erisis" to their

aim and by September, 1958, President Eisenhower had signed tho liIZA

into law with the commont that it would “do much to strengthem our

American systom of education.so .that it can meet the broad and ircrcacs-

ing demands imposed upon it by considerations of basic national socurit:,'".1
The supporters of feceral aid to elementary and secordary

education have not ignored this strategy. Throughout the twentieth

century they have attempted to utilize a variety of pressing sosial

conditions to strengthen the urgency of their political demands.

For example, they pointec to the high rate of selective service rejections

cue to illiteracy during both World War periods in an attempt to

dramatize the frequency of illiteracy in American society and the

inadequacy of the response made to this condition by the ecucation

system. in more recernt years progonents of fedsral aid have utilized

these factors plus tho oducational problems rosuliing from the post-

World Vlar II teacher and classroom “shortage" to bolster their request

for fedoral support of education.2

1Quotod in Congressionzl Quarterly Service, Federal Rsls in
Education (Washington, D.Z.: 1965), p. 10,

The efforts for foderal action during the two war neriods
are discussed in somc dotail in Anne Gibeon Buis, An Hi<*orical Sendy
ef_tha Pole of tho Feder-l Govermmont in the Finnncial Simra-i of
biueation, itk Snecial Rnference to Lecislativa Procncals ard Aotisn

(tnpublished doetoral dissertation, Ohio State University, 1953), and

William Alexander Mitchell, Foderal Aid for Prirarv :+:d Secondory |
Educgtiﬁn (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Princeton University, >
1948),
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During the last decade or so thoso arguing for fecderal aid
have tended to stress above all else the teacher and classrgom short-
age and a series of interrelated conditions which they fecl warrant
increased federal suppoft for education. Generally, the arpumont
has been presented in the follicwing terms:

1. The education function is in a statc of "erisis" resulting
from tho baby boom of the early 1940's and the postwar period in
general., The impact of the baby boom on scacols is wreflected in
vublic school enrollmoat statistics which show that onrollment actually
doclined betwoen 1230 and 1950 from 25.6 million to 25.1 million.
Howiever, by the school yoar 1959-1960 ernrollment jumped to 36.1 million,
an increase of about 43 per cent in one docade .

2. The enrollment oxplosion has cauced a serious shortage of
classrooms, i:crecased the size of classes, and has contributed, aleng
with low calaries, te the failure of attracting and keepingz a sufii-~
cient number of gualified individuwals in the eaucation profession.u

necosuently, many schools are characterized by overcrowded conditicns,

the operation of double shifts, and undermanned instructional starfs,

3Individuals testifydng befors conzressional cormrmittess have
uscé a variecty of statistics at cifferent tiwes to illustrate this
tread. Theso fisurcs are taken from: U.S. Department of Health,
Zducation, 2nd Velfare, Cffice of Lducation, LDirnct ot hinerticnnl
Statistias (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Governnont Printing Office, 1965),
p. 10.

b . . )
fach debate has centered around the statistics which savnosodly

support thoso pvatterns. The National Bducation Aszociation, for exam-
ple, clairmed in 1961 that there was a 140,000 classroom backioz. The
U.S. Chamber of Comzerce, on the other hand, argued that classreon
construction was outstripping increased enrollment and if there «
shortage it was ruch smaller. For both vpoints of view see: Hous
Commiitee on Education and Lzbor, Federal Aid to Scheols, 87th Congress,
1st Sossion (1961), 165-170 and 282-285.
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3. The Federal government has a responsibility to help
relieve these problems because of their implications for national
welfare., National wealth and economic productivity have been related
to the incroased educational level of the population. A sound educa-
tion system glso underpins the nation's scientific and defense capa-
bilities. Iniaddition, the society has become increasingly inter-
dependent, particularly through the increased internzl mobiiity of
the work force and school population; consequently, the guality of
ecucation in any one past of the country has implications for the
rest of the society and is of national concern.

4, Not only does the Federal government have a rosponsibility
to support education but it also has the necessary resources. Local
school districts and state governmonts have had their flscal resources
strained t. the limit by demands for improved ecucatioral and non-
educatinnal services. The Federal govermnmont with its superior tax
base is in 3 position to provide relief for state and local governments
wnile sirultanecously inecreasing the nation's potential through a
strengthoncd ecucation systcm.5

Enrollment explosion, classroom snortage, toicher shortage,
fiscal strain, and national well-beinz--these couditions constxtute
the environmental factors which recent proponcents of fedoral aid have
utilizod in order to support their political demands. Judged by
the resuits, the reasoning of schcel aid supporters has not been

convincing %o the majority of the decision-makers within the rational

T, = L . o .
codu U e s s el s nt

5For a typical presentation of this argumont see the testi-
mony of Carl J. Megel, President of the American Federation of
Toachers, befors the House Committee on Education and Labor during
1961. Ibid., 267. B
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legislature. Apparently, the educational "erisis'" they have depicted
has not been sufficiently urgent to secure positive lepgislation.

dow is the enactment of the Education Act of 1965 relatod to
these arguments for federal aid? Did the cnvircnmental conditionc
relerrcd to worsen and thus provicdo the oroponcnts with a strongor
‘foundation from which to proscnt their position? Did the conditions
remain relatively the same with the supporters of a2id pleadinz their
case vwith more {orce and intensity? Or wure new environmental conci.
tlons introduced into the ricture which allowed federal aid bzckors to
construct a novel context for their demands? The remainder of this
cnaptor will eadeavor to illustrate that the latter intorpretation is
the rost plaucible,

Instead of reasoning for federal aid on the grounds rcviewed
above, a nov rationale for federal aid to educaticn was utilized by
its progonents in 1965 which centered around such terms as th noverty-
stricken family, the poveriy cycle, tho itsadvantaged stuacnt, and the
crisis conirontinz urban sehssl gystems. To aporuciatec why tais shift
in cmphasis occurrcd it is necessary to reviow tho crmerzencs of a sot

of sogizl and ecoromic patterns vhich have becomo salient public i

(&}

Saes

b

in the mid-1960's, Therefore, the following discussion examinecs tho
major characterictics and interrclationshins among three susiccts

~ O

which characterize this time period: the "rediscovery' of poverty in

the United States, the rccognition of America as a matropolitan sacciety,

and the civil rights movement.
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II. The "Rediscovary' of Poverty

An awareness and concern with the problem of poverty in imerica,
the land of abundance, is not a recent phonomenon. Ih his voluze,

Prorross and Poverty, fenry Georze desc.”bed tho United States of 4o

post-Civil War period as a land where "amid the Troatost accumalation
.. . : | 6
of wealth, mea cic of starvation aad ouny infants suckle Ary breazic.”

In 1890, the reporter Jacob Riis presentcd in has w.cdely quoted took,

Bow the Other Half Livos, a vivid porirayal of trne dozradinz living
conditions of YNew York City slun dwullers7; and Prcsident Franidlin D.
Roosovelt in his State of the Union sessage of 1933 made his now farous

referonce to the "one third of the nation that is ill-clothed, 3ili-

toused, and ill-nourished."

The recognition of imsoverishment in the United States was
consideratly obscurad by the economic vrocperity of World ilar II
and the costwar years. Indcod, by 1658, John Galbraith, the author

of one of the best s2llinz beoits of the year, The ATMvont Seciety,

b\

[3ed

suggested that the widosproad poveriy -mica had charactorizad rman's
historical oxpowricice had besn replaced oy general woll-boingz in
sections of Zurope and especiclly in the United States. He wrote:

Jo ono would wish to arrue that the ideas waich
interaceted {that) world of srim scarcity would serve
ezually woll for contemporary United States. Foverty was
the all-vervasive facl of that world. Obviously it is not
of ours.8

6 . .
flenry Goorgze, Pra~ress and Paverty {New Yorx: Robert Schal-
enback Foundation, 1940), p. 12,

7Jacob Riis, How tho Other Half Lives (Now York: Hill and
Wang, 1957).

8Jomn K. Galbraith, The Affluent Soeietv (New York: The New
Arerican Library, 195%]. p. ik,
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poverty-stricken individials., The besic point rerains that altrcu . i
there is alcapreement over stutistics, most of the rccent stuuicr on
poverty agree that it is a rather widespread and serious LLenciclLCcn in J

Anerica.,

The rotion that poverty Is still un in
of Arericen society cdiscloses crnly a gorticn cf thc situaticn., LonC '
theme that is repecated tire ara cgain in the litercture Zealing witn ‘
! this topic is that prescnt duy goveriy ig a new nind €I poveri) wit.a
new implications, The arsurent is made that the cld poveriy Toul

wes penerally composed of inmigrants who came to & new land will nisd ‘
kL

L1
ct

aspiraticns and caw poverty as a tempcrary slate, 17 nev Tc

& :
leact Tor itheir children, Issentially, whelir anticliiulicon was cerrecy, i
their arriviel coincided with an expanding econcry which ceniLinew an

abundance of unskilled arnd sermi-skilled jobs whicha made eccnomic and ’
|

social mebility vossiblc,

3

In contrast, the new poor arc generall

& prospcrous society. Trey include farnm woraer: WLC huve ocen ais.lozoed

e

Yy mecrkanizotion., white and Neorro miprants who nove roved frcr TLCaVLIG
] [ [ 8]

)
*oCnc of the more risorous atterpts Te Gefinc Lovert]” Ll IS5 1
extent can ce fournd in the ronc-renn Ty MiIL .
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For & rood surrary of this ar-wwzent see l'icheel larrir won's
introduction to Poverty in Arerica: A Fook of Peadinzz edized um L.iuil
L. Ferman, Joyce L. Kornbluh, and Alan iaver (Arn Arbor: "ne University
' of Michigan Press, 1965).
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rural creas to urban slum centers, the unskilled ond undercaucated
workers in declining industries, dicplaced worrkers who are viciirl

of technologzical change, eand the ared or paysically dicsuvled i

cannot purticipate in the lubor Iforce, Toor these incivicualcs noverty)
is less likely to be vicwed as temporary, vhey wre rere inclined T
perceive it as & woy o 1ife whicn contalns little prorise for chur €.

This percepticn of poverty 1is relatead to alteruiicnd in ThC opneri.lilyy
structwre. Urlike earlier neriods, the labor marxet of todey Is wiaile

to zbscri Jreat numbers of underskilled end undereducatCl WCZIErs.

Tnus, coleclively, the poor of today have less chance for UpWard nouiilily
than the poor of the past., The recopniticon ol this faet T tne Loor

breeds pessimism among then and wWitirately among their chiluren, Lie

o 3 < 5 ] 34 3 E TN ~arder ved Y - e 'L ~ o
c.arning concern is that thais conaition of joverty will ceccre Lerculiary,

no.e cducational implication ¢ poverty sters from tice fact Tnil
low ramily inccme relates tco low educaticrnal ett.inrent., Consc. uernmiy,
cnilérern oFf the poor are lecs Fikely To 4c well wiille el wiiendg Scacol

arc have a restcr tendency to leave schcol belere comilieting o al:n
2

ccnool educavicn, Their lower euucilicniel &CCOML1ZAIERTT UL Tach

et a dicacvantase in the labor rarzket waich is inercazingly deranain
vore nignly ccucated and sxzilled workers, Clnce thelr ciduCeillciias Lolde-
crouné fuils to prepare them for the requirements ¢l tne laeocer ruaraes,

-

wrorising that the younyr poor experience hijn unerzlioyroeny

-

-+ R
(%] - 2 ¢Act

[ %}

K
s

1i, . . - . . .
I'vrr oo disecussicn of Lol reliovion L osCCr IRUrLCLL onlLll,
Tivertlion oo Tnecre:r sneatrsisties in Cur Dublic Joinoln (Lew Uerik:
ae Vining Pross, l;CE); Hie TLCH0AS CORET, Je ALeL “iCii.s, &nd noreld
J. Drck, Mealtin, oenditures. cnd Jecislion=taiins Tor Tluesicn
(Stanford: Ltanford Uaiversit, iress, 1903); and Jerce -uTaLéed,
';r-t-Guunut Telationsnins in Larce City Uidh Sonccls  (Dortaconing
ci S

publication, Cyracuse Univer
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rates and receive low wages vhen they are cmplo:/ed.lj

30

Thiz ciltwiilon

obviously relates to the fact that lheir incomes arc low which, in L0,

is associated with a whole ranre of condltions: resice
and uninygienic housing, inadcquate diets, lack of rejul
rreater incidernces of sickress and absencc frorm wori or
is conducive to perpetuating the waole cycic.

From the perspective of this study the rost irg

of this situation is the linkege between the sc celled

ct

and education as a means

light on the extent of poverty in the United 3States tec

rueh attention centered on the "disadvantuged student,”

devrived stucdent," "the underprivileged student," axd

irpeverisned student.”

forth concerning what the schools were doing anld neg

reet the rneuvas of these students.™

lecting To

ILL-TL

.-
ar reclictl cafo,

e PRI -
Cr\.un u.u.JC':u

11 1"

LOVErly Synurcre

v

for breaking the cycle. As the renewel Lnci-

&L 1lavellLlllid

"voe culturally

A .recat deal of writing and discussion cuzme

P'
ct
O

Tre genersl line of rcasoning

that characterizes this literature is captured succinctly by artir

Deutscil Wa0 writes:

IS is 20 cnildren who core from loiver-=class
iched ci r;ur“‘&rccs, there is o ni vl
SChOOL Cropouts, rediin lea °ning Gisgbilits
life edjustrent nrotlens,. YT
ren £oOW up poorly ecuippecd C&LC?LC&LLJ, but al
ress of tue schcol as u majer institution Zor so
dirinishrcd,

13- (iia 2

Louis A. Fermen, ct =i (eds.), nn. cit., &p.

Culturntly Lonrived Chiid (hew Yorx: Harper ernd Revw, -
L. Hrerer ara Seyrouwr Leventman, Cnildren of LoD Fiilm

sanipling of tnis literature see rruri b

senccl Juwlliure,

o elTectivee

.
oL =S

cn
i
[ 3

1342

v
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(fiew iiaven: Yale Univercity Press, 1901); 4. ferry Fes
ﬂuc tion in Doyressed Lfrens (lew York: Teachers Co&-
niversity, 1903); and C.W, Funnicutt (ed.), Urtsn fdu
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ne
he is gxgosed in his slum, wnc scrmetinmes segrcegated nelicnier-
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éevelopment of prograns of
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environmental change which took place between the school a.d fipen

in 1961 and the passage of the federal aid bill in 1965. Ulae ranier

in which tihis develorment was utilized by tae proponentis of tnc ol

in 1965 will be illiustrated bLelew. lcwever, befeore Lurning 1o that
discussion it is nececssary w0 review cducaticonal changcc wilch resulicl

frorm petropolitanist ard tne civil rijats noverent since trncce facters

contrituted additicnal rnew environmental Inzuts.
ITI. Yetrcmoliianicr ond CIlvs T2iicdLl

™e rencwed irterest in poverty end its irplicetlons Jer

Lt

education occurred almost si-uiianccusly with tie recc rniticn of

enother sect of sccial patterns which eluo produced irporiant ccnic-
guerces for tne education functions These patterns inclule toe
concurrent saift of people, Jous, and econozic actlivities fron

the rural o the urtan and from the city to the suburcten arets ol the

petion. Tris total preocess and its various scocial, eccnoric, arLc

-
N s - & & o % - <2 N ~ ) P [ KR
solitizal conceritants hove teen CooLfuivd as LeVYCSCLITOLIZLLILL,.
- I Y e 4 . a ar qew -~ - v . - S ey A - .
2t is irmortant to note DA CONLLSLLT TS the Tern. LT Ll LULIN, WasChl

basically refers to tne _rowin of reratively lirpe, CELICLy DOSLLGLLG,

ronefarm centers (cities) and ¢ll of the acceupanying conditions, e
concept of retropolitanization stresses the spill-cver o urcan ¢

.
o -

rorulaticns und scivivities Leyend T overimentel toundurLes cf cities

Into the surrounding arez. Siis latter process is nou new, in fuey,

'7
l‘ﬁuch vecert litercture decals with tihis topic. wor "ot
feneral accounit see Resccel vorsin ong Louslas Price, The oo of

- - « - 2 oy ‘. L ey - ~ .. DRI “d
ané Tes Treulews (Syracuse:  axwell Graduate School, Syracusc LaLVer3ity,

- ves

1660); Scctt Greer, Tne Frerping City: ~vin and Persiiv (L. Yora:

The Free Press, 1962); and Jarws Bollens and heary Schrardt, Tre e TC-
rolis (ew York: iarper and Rew, 1965). -
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it began at a noticeable pace in the last half of the nincteenin
18

century; however, its reacceleration has occurred in the post-
World War II period, as is shown by the data presented in Table 3.
TABLE 3
POPULATION GROWTI! IN TEX UNITID STATIS, I
METROPOLITAIl AREAS AND DISTRIBUTION WITIHIN

METROPOLITAN AREAS: 1900-1965 (Conter=-
minous United States)

Pereoens

United States SMSA c.BL of SMOA
Percent Percent as Per- =rcu.

Pcpulation Increase Popula- Increase cent of Outside
by tion by Total Cen.

(C00) Decade (000) Decede Ponule., Cities

1500 75,995 - 32,836 - L1.9 37.6
1910 91,972 21.0 42,012 32.0 b5.7 350
1920 105,711 14,9 52,508 25.0 L9.7 34.0
1936 122,775 16.1 66,712 27.1 5443 35 .4
1940 131,869 7.2 12,576 8.8 5541 37.3
1950 150,557 14,5 88,964 22.6 59.0 41,3
1960 178, L6 18.4 112,385 26.2 €3.0 L3.6
1965 19 ,185 N.A. 123,813 oA 65.0 5245

Source: U.S. Bureau of trhe Census, U.S. Ceusis ¢f Pemviine-
tions 1060 Selected Arez Reperis, Standerd tetrcrelitan Statisticz
Sircos end Current Populatzion Repcris, Serics P=20, Jc. 151, Azril

15, 1966.

tatistics included In this teble atterst to sumrarize

-
1L4€

n

three relevant population trends: (1) tne populatica within nelrc-
Py

~
lGSce Adna F. Weber, The Growth of the Cizics inm th:r ‘Inevernin

Century (liew York: Tne lMacmillan Compliny, 1o99) mnd Claxe lekelvey,
The urbenizntion of Arerica, 1860-1915 (New Lrunswick: Rutgers
University Fress, 1963), particuleriy pp. 232-238.

ORI
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politan areas has increased since 1900 at a rore rapid rete +hnaon
the United States population in general; (2) the proportien of tre
United States population living within retropolitan arcas Lac
increased since 1900 and is row 65 per cent of the total; and (2
the proportion of the population witkin retrcnolitan arcas living
outside the central cities has incresased consicerably cince 1640,
when it wac at approximately the sare level that it wes ut the tur:n
of the ceatury.

This latter developrment, in terms of cur irrediate interess,
is the rost signitvicant since it hints at an irportant pepuleticn
characteristic of the metropolitan process: +the decerntralization cf
population from the central city to areas outside thc central city.
This trenc 1s illustreted mcre clearly ané specifically in Teilic L
wnich showgs the shife in population in tetn sectors of Lhe fifieen
largest zetrcpolitan arens for the decacde 1950-1560, Thne central
citics of ihese areas, with the excedticn of Miluveukee, oo Angelo,
ead tne Soutnern cities, all cigericnceld e cecline in znopulavion during
the ten-ycar pericd waille their cutside central cily wrcas wlil under=-
wenl substantial population increases., Altheusnh thcze Tipures are
for orly filteen of the 212 mciropclitan wreas in 19G0, they arc
generally representative of rnationel patterns. e Southern and
Western netropolitan areas have experienced both central city and
ouvside central city growth; however, in the other sectioas of =ine

country the large central cities have tenced to eithaer rermzin zi ticir
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TALLL b

POPULATICH GROWTI IN CLITIAL CITY AND CUTLILT
CLWTRAL CIQY ARL/L P21 15 LARCLSY SULA'C:

195u=2500

Y e

R

(¥)
\n

suburtan erecas Lave

ersnezmomarrtl s T T

o
~Les3e

Tne rajid

ye increase of popwlaticn in the outside

l9'ﬁ

Campbell and Seymour Sacks,

and Geverrrental Systers (fo*t ncoring publication by rFree rresc, L

ropulation trends

¢r a discussion of thrhese re

alone

central

rences

4 iscal

cional &ilfe
Vetronolitaen Arericn:

SCLLYL L OLLY Juvside Conure it
rerecnt Ine Jerecent lne
1960 creuse 1yC0 crecsc
(000)  Since 1050 (750) Ciree 1750
iiwew Yori 7."’81’ - :-a“" r_..,':.-. 1)0:
Caicugc 3,550, -~ 1.9 2,07, Tl
*,05 Angeles 2,823, 27.1 2020, Uil
Prnilucelphia 2,002, - 3.2 2,347, I
Jetroit 1,670, - 9.7 2,792, RN
Seltirore G39, - 1.1 787, ey
Youston 938, 574 354, TRNS
Cle“=la:d E76, - L,z Gel, .2
ashingien 763, - LG 52, 570
St. wouls 750, - 2Z.5 1,220, iU
Vilviausey Ui, €.3 €, i
¥¥ an Tranciscc 1,159, - L.F 1,075, 55345
Zoctsn €97, - 13, 1,052, 7.
Dallas 675, 55 553, T
Iew Crleans 27, 10.0 2La, 137.8
Unitec Jionies
(all S:iDA'S) 58,004, 20.7 54,883, IR
*Ineludus Leng Zeach
*#%Ir.cludes Ozliland
-
Scurce: U.S. Zureau cl the Cencus, L,7. Zensus of Fo- LiLienl
200G, Vol, I, Caaracterisiics of the Ponaticn, Part L. Lunber ¢f
Inhablitants, Tadble 33,

carry Iirplicaticas for ecucaticn.
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particularly of married couples with young children, put a trercn-
dous strain on the educational facilities available in +hceze ercu.n
~y

and was respensible, in part, for the large canital expendiiurcs of
suburben school districts during the 1950's. However, i
population trends take on even reater sigificance for “he cducaticn.
function whern they arc examined in relation to such facicrs as roce,
income, und educaticnal cttainment, Ixerined in these terrs, iz
tecores appearent that the redistribution of pepulation witiin moetre-
pclitan arees has rnot occurred cn a raincer basis, Tne ponulaticn
shift ic nct only a ratter of nurber of pscnle, it &lsc invelves
e sorting-out prccess. In gererel, it is the pcor, less ecucated
non-white /mericans who are remaining in the central ciiy and ihc
higrer incore, better educated, whites who are mecving out, alihouss

thiz descriztion nmuct be zualified somewhat in terrs of the cize of
2

the metropolitan urca and the resion of the couatry in which it ic

iccatec. The larger the retropolitzn area, hcwever, the rore accurzte

is this description.

[

A LCOiL at Tablé 5 illustreves tii3 point relutive to the

errerging racial composition of larze central cities. It indicaties
that all of the largest cenirel cities, resarclecs of vhether thnew
lost peopulation or not since 1950, hed a considerctle increcse in

. 20 . .
nesro pepulation. In additicn, eleven out of the fifteen citics

underwernt a simultaneous loss of white pcpulaticn., Agein, reoicnal

7}

“OThzg is5 not a rnew pottern; Tor a discuscicn of the 1040-
1950 Qecude see Horton Grodzins, The l‘etrorclitrn Ares o3 a Daclal
Prcblex (Pittsdburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 195¢4) .
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differcnces exist, but as the total line in the table chows centras

cities in geaeral are becoming increasingly inhebited Ly neZroces.

WHITI AND NIGRO POFULATICH CIANGLIS I

15 LARGLST CITInCs 1950-19€0

1 hite Porul-ilan Toiro Populiltle
Joreent Tereent T CLnLY
Cren e Cianre o)
1650 Sirce 2650 - Sirce 1507

(2cC) 1959 [5G0) gAY menn

sew York 0,642, - 6.7 1,058, L5 5 By
Chicazo 2,713, -12.8 013, 551 EICINY
*7,c5 iu.ocles 2,391, 16, L 3hn, 5003 2.2
Prilecdcolipnia 1,407, -13.3 520, Ly, ik
Detroit 1,193, -23.5 LE2, COus 20,0
Ralticore 611, ~15.6 326, L Sl
nousen T21, 53.1 2.5, IS 27,9
Clevelund 623, -13.6 251, €a.¢ G
Vashingion 3L5, -33,3 hiz, N 23
St. Louis 53k, 24,0 cuh Sreh 25,0
vilwawiee Cr6 9.9 Giry 187.9 Lol
®#£:n 'rancicceo &75, =1h. 190, 7Y L3
osien 629, =.7T.1 O3, 510 9l
Dulles 5L6, L5.5 129, 126.9 ZGL3
Lnew Orleans 293, 1.2 234, 28.5 7.2

All Central
Cities LT4575, L. T 9,704, 50.3 26,

n

*Includes Long Deach

¥aIrcludes Oaxlanc

> . R M e g ~ T NV m el
Cources U.S. Dureau of ihe Cencus, U.S, Cersus of T-wlnuicns
”~ - -~ ~ . - ’\_ - - R\
16L0, Selected Arew lMeports, Stondard Vetropclliten Svaticiical ATYCNS,

Table 1.

"his decrease in whites, who are generally middle cluss iL
their social and economic characteristics, and incrcase in aegroes,

who cre lLess economically afflucnt, presents central citvles w.ul &
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number of general problems and some specific educatlcnal prevlens,
I low income, for example, i3 related to educational achievement,
and there is considerable evidence that iv is, then the feet thot
central cities are becoming increacingly inhabited Ly eprocs has on
irportent impact on the school cystem duc to, amcnpg other ihings,

tke incone characteristics ol Leprocs.

t 1s o well known fact that llcproes earn less than waitco

).s

in the Unitea Stetes, Specifically, the redian inccrme for oll wihitc
irncome eurncrs in 1959 wus 3,027 per yeer compared to 51,519 Ter all
legro earners—-about 50 per cent of the walte incorc. llorc recont
data incdicate that the reletive levels have not chansec., In 29493
waite male workers fourteen ycars and over earncd oL,Cié in contrusy

n"
ferencc. "
TerencC.

-

to $2,k4L for Negro mnle workers, ajain about & 50 per cenit GiZ

Taese income differences zre reflected in cdeta vihicnh cciiperes
tie proportica of families earning less than $3,000 co a centrel city-
outcide central city bvasis. Centicl cities in ;éncral have a lur;esr
percentuce of such families thaan do their cuburben areac--3E zer cent

<0 12 per cent. EZven more cignificent, siven the copulation vronds we

21

For a compariscn cf rclevant ¢ifferences sec Hl.D. oClLimliiuny
cf Lauter, "he lconoric Tivusilion oF e rcic Ln pne Unliv-t Uanoo
(Wechingtein, DoCe: UsU. Goverarent Zrinting Office, 100Z); .o,
—urcau of ine Census, Current °czu*ttion Poaeris, feries P=20, o,
2U2, "le-ro Popuiation: lMercnh 1965," (Yushinrsten, D.C.: U.S. Ccvern-

- ~ .-

ment Printing Office, 1965)3 end U.S. Tepaerirent of Lebor, Tns leTre
Tarilirs The Case for atlionel fiction (aannLnbuon, D.Cet Tl Gevirnrment
Printing Office, 1965).

22cec Sexton, 0. cit.; . Thnomas cares, et i, Co. C5l.;

and Eurrhead, ov. cit.

23y.5. Sureau of the Census, "Negro Population: iarch, 1043,"
oo, cit., ané U.,S, Department of Labor, Tne fefro Ferilyw: Thne lese
for nationanl Action, op. cit.
o
b
A T Lo = L o
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have discussed, is the fect that the pcpulation of cerniral city

non-whites with incomes under $3,000 is more than doubtlie tne & r.'=%C

D4

white proportion--lh per cent cormparec to 26 Ler cent.” Consean..vayy
if present population shirftis centinue, and there is 1ittlie eviwencce
that they will not, it is cleer thatl wmany central cizles will teccrc
the principal location of the overty groups discussed aLOve.

An exarination of the dota presented in Tatle 6 cugrectis
another future characteristic of Large central cities. IU incdicoics
that tae 1960 proportion of the centrel city rcopulation vweniy-Iive
years ond older with at least four year: of aljn ccncold was ~EZ5
than 40 per cent while in urban fringe communities tre corpariile

25

figure was 52 per cent, A plance at the last colurn in this =atle
shows that this dificv.ence is likely to become even (roLier & The
non-white preportion of the cities' populatiorn increesel. L.eSe
latter Pi-ures imply the possibility thet something lize 70 per cers
of non-white central city students have narents vith lezs il o LIh
school ecducat-cn. indeed, atout 61 zer cent of logrocs tweniy-rive
years old and over nad no rore then el ni yewrs ¢F SCROOLing Lo Zlile
rnese incore and ecducaticnel charzeteristics of adulii Lerrces

have scveral implicaticns for school eage iegroes. orins fror Terilices

o

with low income and educetionzl levels they are lces likcly than e
averare middle-class white pupil to be eixposed tc an cnvircament wolch

24.. . . . e s
uegroe constitute 92 Hcr ccnt of noq-vn Les Inotne oLnLnied

25,

Urben fringe is that portion of the outsi centre’. cliy wrea

whnich is most "thickly” settled" according to crlveri establiched oo
trhe Census LEureau.
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TA3LE 6
FDUCATIOWAL ATTAILI..NT OF PCRICNS 25 YREATS OX
OLDER IN 15 URBANIZ:D AREAS, BY RESIDINCE,
'BY COLOR: 1960

Percent U Yenrs of li/1 Cchoel cr "

s
, Central Cit
\.banized Area Central Cityr Urban Frin-e  Ten=lhitcc
Yew York 364 LE.7 3..2
Chicago 35.3 53.9 27.2
Los Arneles 53k 534 Lz.G
Philadelphia 30.7 L2.G 22.6
Detreit 3L.h LT.5 26.9
Baltircre 28.2 2.2 9.7
Iouston Ls,2 5C.1 20,2
Clevelard 30,1 5545 204
Weshin:-ton 47.8 7.5 33,5
St. Louis 26,3 43,3 25,2
1 lwauree 39.7 Shei 26,0
San Francisco Lo,k 57.9 0.1
Boston L6 55.3 z€.2
Dallas L6.9 564k 25.2
Lew Orleans 33.3 Wi, 6 15,0
Mean 28.h 52.0 2343
Source: Zcrputed Ifrom U,.S., Sureau of the Census, .S, Tercus
of Povulation 1500, CGencral Saciel and Tconoric Chsrreterictics

mn

L :
- — ) - = 2 S v
(Washingten, D.C.: U.3. Goverament Printing Cffice, 1G01) and U.S.
Census of Porulation and Housin~: 1660, Census Tranis,

Sg &G O STUULY

£

Las material oojects such es mezazines, booxc, recor
area that oid a student's schcol rerlorniance or a value structure

whi *h stresses the importance of educational aciievementi. Ac the
rmatericl In Table 7 points out, students with such & daclkigrownd nmake
up a coasiderable proportion of the schcol wopulation in larce cities.

In rany respecte they constitute the basic problen coafronting theze

l_.l
u

schoo istricts because they reguire specicl ecductiional scervices

that central city school districts cannot support given their declining

NN =] [ o] (B e Y a3 i & ST R
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26

fiscal resources. If the present population trends continue anc
if white families remaining in the central city ccntinue to send
their ehildren to private sclicols in increasing nurhers, as trey
presently are, then other central city school districts ray be ccr-
frontea with a school population that is over 75 per cent non-white,
8s is now the case in Weshingtcen, D.C., and encounter tie previcze
which accompany such a school pcepuletion cermpositiorn.
TALBLZ T
PERCENT NOU-AITE POPULATIOCN COWLRASTED UITH PIRCIIT

NOR-WHITE SCHECOL iRCLLIZIT FOR 15
LARGEST CITIES: 1960

Percent Lica- rercent one

white of Total wvhite of Schocl

Porulation Pcpurlation _ilffaerernce
“ew York 14.,0% 22.0% 8.4
Cricaso 22.9 29.6 16.9
Los Angpeles 2.2 2945 B2
Paniladelphic 26.L LS. T 2543
Teiroit 28.9 L2.9 14.0
Baltimore 3L.7 5042 5.5
loustion 22.9 30.2 ‘ 8.7
Cleveland 26.6 LG, 7.5
washing ton 52.9 Ty 23,5
ot. Luuic 28.6 Cu ) NG
Viivausee G RENG e
San Francisco 14,3 20.3 16.2
Icston 9.1 6.k Tel
Dallas 19.0 2G.0 Tl
sew Orlecns 7.2 55.% k.2

Tource: U,S, Burcau o the Census, U,5. Conzus of Ferrl-Tlion:

10¢0. Celectad irca Reverts, Crtandard MNetronoliten Ctutsizvical rens
ané General Jceicl and ieconoric Charceteristiocs: 1083,

Thils brief discussicn nras atterpted to outline sorc cf tic

salient aspects of postwar metropolitanization that ere oot relevany

~7
G i . s . . - .
For a discussicn of tiils point see Alan I, Carzbell and
Philip Meranto, "The Metropoliten Education Dilermmc: letchl

to Weeds," Urton Affairs Guarterly (Septerber, 1966).
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to the educational conditicns existing in larpge cities. It 15 ret

being suggested that the process of metropolitenicsrm and its cenceruernces

o

are unique to the 1961-1965 period; however, it is wropcsed ti.

education became particulariy visitle in the mid-1960's., These fucters

l f those aspects which were identilied as being roct pertinent to urvin
were nmost explicitly related to the guestion of federal aid for cluce-
|

“ion by its proponents auring tho 1965 congressicnal ncarings. elere
gpecifyying how this was done, it is necessary to review ceveral eventc
which epparcently stimulated tre increcased recognition cf these condi-

tions,

P ——— —

#
A5 noted eerlier, the publication of Ilerrington'c velivzc,

e Other smerica, played en important role in siirring vne renazved

enxphasis cn American poverty. A book written ©y James Ccnent Iin

1961 entitled Siuws and Suburks performed a sirilar publicliiy Juncilown

-

for callin; attenticia to the stctus of large city ecucaticn zysticnc.
7 In this slir but widely referrecd-to volure, Ccnant conirasii itoe

dichotorous charccteristics of putlic ccernocls in whet Lo desliimales
, as "eity slwrs and wealihy suburbs.,' Plucing nis anelycsis wiihin

-

the metropolitan context we heve discusced, ne argucs thav:

AN

\) are allowing socicl Cymermite to accwiulete la cur

lerge cities o o o o The Bullding uz of & muus of anerzleored
. ans fru;zratcd Tepro youth in congested wrzas ¢ el I G

e

~a P . L
cc vine piling w of
city hlcex,

o3
-~ do - - -
.L o oo C O.s pecEsichvishalg 2

social mhenormenon that ity be cenpared
, inllomiiable materiael in an enpty wul :
: Potentialities foETtrouble - ncdeced pessi

are surely there,

I T
e A b b

“his view is based upoa a nurker of characteristizc willcl

5 Conznt wiiridbutes to schools in large cexntral citics, In accordaicc

27’“"es B, Conent, 5lurs rand Suwpurbs: L Coolotirrs
in Metrcnoliten Areas (“ew Yerk: Toe lew Arerican Livrary,
- rp. 10 and 24,

R 2y

W kory

-;ar wlallec o) il e S =
2

| LRIC ‘
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with what we have already obscrved, he points out that the largec
Jorthern cities are increasingly being inhabited bty low inccrc enc
"inadequately" educated.xegroes, rany of whon heve recently moves fron
tne rural sections of the Jouth., Their children, whe zre in rced of
special cducational training and services tecausc of +tncir Taciround,
are btecoming a larger anc larger proportion of ti.e schccl perulezicn
in these cities. This incresse in necd has put the city schools et

a disadveantae tecause of the finencial cenditicn of citics relusive
to their subwrban areas. Conant argucs that while wealihy cubuwrian
school districts can arfford to support ver pun’l czpenditures cl 1,000

per year, big city schocl districts, with their reedy ctudent touy,

end less then Lalr that arcunt, Ik addition, sulurlan disiricis

S

w0

cenerally nave spacicus und vell-eguipped rodern scr.col wiants nornea
A 9 J% qdLp =

by as nany as 70 profcssiconels wmer 1,000 nunils in conirast <o ciss
v J pd -~ ] &

-

L= -~a O - ol e -
Liléylaatea seructures

! slun schocls waich often are overcrowvéed,

staffed by LO or fewer professionels wper 1,000 —unils,
J &+ 9 Pt

M. » SIS a . R =" A - PRI
3 ~-4ere 1S no couoy tnat COL&nu, oS ne agmltg, geovectel cxLreme

>

cases end cemewnal oversirplified ceormporisons to Lllustrate oo Coint.
iiowever, vhe significant fact is that nls depiciticn of the cducuticnal
problens in city schools as contrasted to those in suzurian sclocls

Wil

o

WaS accurate enouzh to gain widespread ciheniicn anl corrent.
&S

0]

L1
m
[p]
ct
C

this book was being read, reviewed, anc relerred to, anoino
circunictances was simultaneouczly geining nmerentun wnd also eIplars o
have done nuch to avtract pudblic attention to the caucaticnal situstion

in large civies. The reference nere is to the accelerated zace of

28Ccnani, on. cit., pp. 11l=12.
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the civil rights movement durirp this period and its role ir Liiji-

| lighting the predicament of wrban schools and XNegroes in Lrerican
society.

IV, The Slew aruct of Civil Tel 4

[PS ~

The plight of the Anericon .¢,Tro hug

’ C,.7 S been relotes oo well
and too often by rs tc be profitevly repeates hLere. JallLer than

reiterate un account of the nistorical Tactors LLCnL eV sontrinused

to the status accorded to negroes in the United States and earilcer

attcnnis rade by them and others to irnrove

+ 5 < <
CLCAY SO

Section will focus, due to the nature of inis siuly, cn sere o <o

Gore recent efforts riwde to EXant Legroces gpn egual orporIiw.iiy to T

RN &

their rightful part in the sccial, econcmic, and nolitical iife or

~a
-’

trhe socicty,

T4 oo o V170023 00 - a RS . - Ce s
+v 45 0L course dlfficult to date wii: 437 tae tezinning
i

: of the current phase of the civil rights movezcnt, %
|

Ut Suwrcly 1vo events

walch cecurred in ihe miG=1950's save an iupcriand Lo

L Sy

-y e - P O oy o2 y }oS e e S - 2
3 \’nu 5 Uru;k/:.a.u. PO B¢ JL QVL.‘\, w45 ti.c im0 LCILC Leclsen Teiiulel
i

LY the United Stutes Suprese Cowrt on Juy L8, WOSh, in the cuse of

SIS Ve Jciara of Liucation of SOpers.  Uriting for o wanitous cort,
T I - - . N ] K D I AP - T A
vhiel custice Larl Verrer stated that ¢ o ¢ I UNC Ilceld of Dulllc
caucation the doctrine of 'Segarate but cguail'! hes no sLlace, Clenarate
1,29
‘ 2 - < * >~ \ N P 1 T ey ] P . -
ecucationul facilitiecs are inherently uneguel, ATLOUGH the Cowrt's
izplementing decree Cid noi o rmand the irmrmediute cinmission of Leur
f FuUpils Lo sciiools from which the v had beeu rreviously varrcd, it dic
f
i
b
: P9”uotcd in U.S, Commissicn on Civil Rihts, Treosor 40 20p -
4 v ~ -~ T\, - o+
g "rec (Washinton, D.C.: U.S, Governrent Printins Olf&»t 6030, ». L7, i
o ] R ? ‘) F
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S
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state that the transition to a racially non-ciscririnatory ccroo:

system should be accormplisned "with all deliberat

(o]
"

sneed, Ceriuinliy
rany rroronents of school deseyrepation must be less than nicuoed
witn its pace, particularly in the cdeep fouth where 1itile rmore tran
2 per cent of all llegro stucents cre attencing cchools with wniztels

hevever, it is reusonavle to suozest that the [ravrn v, Zcora of Tiuolicon

decision established an inpeortant principle in the fleld of civii

-
-

rights and previded reneved cnerzy for Its odveceatcc,.

-

In the wintecr of 1955-56€ anothier cecurrence jave thne civil
ririts roverent an additional injecticn., Led Ty the young Lontiis

ririster, Martin Luther King, Jr., wiac vreucned the sirenzil ¢l non-

-

violert resistance, the legroes of lontrzecrery, --&olr i, 3T4.C4 o

bus boycott wrnich rained naticnal attentiorn. King and znls crioanizaiich,

() ~J
tr.e Soutnern Christisn Leacdershnip Cenference, strosseld tne sirazely ol
ress, but peuceful, action which brournt Lcgroes Into ti.e sircets o

press their case for equality. In contrast to the rethcds of zuen

. : .- e e e
orrunizaticns a3 the latlonal Asscciciion Icr tie slveiccTint o tic

Colored cozlie, waich generally pursued cujuctives thoriuy

- v

or throurn guiet nerotiaticn, tre new 4Lof0Lln DEJENL The Surrelnt Lioic
' S 3 ) 17 o

of involving large numbers of Neg roes in wenonstratrlonz,
Further morentws was salred in Feorunry, 1900, wihen Iowr

negro students at the Apricidtural and Teennical Ccllee in lrceensocro,

Lorth Cercliina, sat dowa at o lunca counter end wverce cenied cervi

(@]
(.
.

Mo

20 . ) N

*cee Dayard Rustin, "From Protest to Pclit
0f the Civil Rights Moverment," in Louis A, Ferran,
‘qu/. Cit-, ppo :"'5?-)470.

el &
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They decided to stay in their ceats until the diner clozed trus
initiating the "sit-in" and bringing into prordincrnce ancthier civil
ricnts organization, the Congresc of Racial Zguaiity. Lhe ciu-ins
eventually led to kreel-ins,  ray-ins, stall-ins, and otncexr Jorre
o non-violent protest. Dy the spring of 1941, ‘Hcgrcc: anG vhnites
rode together through the Couth on "Freedom Luces,’ dcrmanding thnelr
legal rignts to share aiike in the resteurants, weiting reoms, and
rest roons at interstate ruil and bus terrdrnals.,
Intensity of action rcacncé an all-tine Aigh QUring 4~pril
and Moy of 1963 in Birmingaonm, aAlarama. Lescrized U ling ws "(L)ne
st thorourily segrecated bip city in the U. S.," Iirringierm Lecure
“he tarcet for a macs non=violent campaipn to cnd diserinincuicn on
restaurants, showps, ané erployment. larchcers met Up WItL Lnowrlony
civocate of scireceticn in Police Cemrmissioner Zugene "iull" Cenrner
who secured an injunction ageinst the mareh. Connor oand iils deguzics

met the rarchers daily und arrcested nundredas cf then. .ling rnliuscell

. FRP 5 3 WS A g $T " R T, e P Ve , s S -
was jailed on Gocd Friday, ALrii 12, Lnd OF LL3TIY LUNJE[ LUIERLLTS
5 Yis - S e e 5 3 a < el - - - - Tlerp s B

in Sirmingham tecane the roduc of nallicnil allienvicn, UUrin T.c

L

irst week of ilay, Gally newsraiers and evenlng television prolrars
showel <ihe marchers, incliucding uny women aud chiidren, OGln
at oty police dogs and tnrashcee by powerXd Tire hoses., “ho poliice

dogs end fire hoses of Uirminziam becare, as Tuaccdore Vnite

C
LY
v

o
1

- . o i Aoy - T - | . ey S, e
su_sesten, the symbols of the frericar egro revolutlcn and, L a 3¢ensc
-
T

tre syrdols which pricked the consclence of the navion, Tndeed, T i3

hl 'S
-~ e —~ v 3 e d A -~ ] O Sl A - .
“~mMie Interstuate Cornoerce Ceorriszicon nnd ruloe inm 2050 Laoy e
scrrecation of interstate trancportation facilities 1Ll ii@l0a.
3/‘) } !/
. ’ [ L IO P - T =T e ~ s
Trecdore V., White, "..¢ Virins of tne (voTTUoln g Laei
. el K ~ S N . - ~ oy - . ey - Iy
York: Atheneur Iudlisners, 1G05). Lee 2. LT0-L08 Lrna 2lc oL e
Lo
-~

an intuorpretation ¢f the inpuct of tre civil ri/nis [LOVCLLLTS Cn nailonel i

residantial peolities,
&

furme ] m=aliy
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reported that President Kennedy often said, "The civil rigntc roverent
should thank God for Bull Connor. IHe helped it as much as Avrunen
Lincoln,"33

Although the new push for civil rights was initlated in toc

South, it gained sufficicnt meomeatun to make the iscues equally impor-

tant and éynamic in the Northerrn and Western urbar centers. 1ne 5o

o
' ’
[
[

and economic problems confronting legroces in trne major ceatrar citles
seemed to become more conspicuous during this period, IKepeutecly,
the question was raised concerning the extent 1o wiich tne scncols
were perpetuating, instead of rccaucing, tne provicn.
Lvidently, some legroes aad lNegro orginizations el Thal
the schools were doing rore to perpetuate tre proviuns taurn to soLve
them. In 19c4, for example, a series of scincol toycoits were conducted
ty Negrces in New York City, Chicagc, and scveras ovaer citics., Protesting

the existence and spreaa of what hus come to be ccelied de Toce

ct

cor schcol

-

sepregation, the boycotters argucd that more and rore ne ro siudent

- . -

were being forced to attend scrnools exclilusively Or proLcrinanily Orue

RN PP
GiLL.U ThLLo WLe

1
PS

. - i . : ] ..
ieted by uegroes.““ Altnough some acknowlelged iie

3

increase in de factc segregation was reléied to the crnanginug npopu.ciion

corposition

33;v0tes in Theolore C. Sorensen, Henneav (Lew Yerk: harger
ana Row Publishers, 1965), ». 489,
T the New Yo'k bOYycoite, See lert L. JWLnson,
Social Int ti oversies in wew Yorn Citcr (Whonin iCa, O
fPice of iiucation, Coomerctive hesecren rroject wo. 2557, LU
Also see Robert L. Crain, Schaol Deserraeition in the lortn (Chi
Lutional Opinion Research Cunier, 1960) for o ciscussicn of
tics of school integrafion in eight large cities.
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of the cities, the protesters stressed the point that the increacc

due to the past gerrymandering of school district lizes by schcol
officials and the present lack of redistricting or other correctlve
methods by officials which would result in racielly belarced £CnOo0lC,
In addition, they pointed out that schools with large nen-white student
bodies are geﬁerally second-ratc; they arc rore likely than "vhite"
schools to be overcrowded, old, dilapidated, and laciking in educaiional
equiprent. More importently, they also tend tc oe staffed Ly less
qualified tcachers, many of who are substitutes whlcn seldor. ure

willing to o or rermain in e "slum" school if trhey can nelp it. v

was, ond still is, argued that legro pupils as & resu_t of these luctor:s
are receiving less than an equal opportunity to achleve an adgec uete
ecucation. liot trusiing that predoninantly ron-write scrncols will

or can be upgraced, Negro spckesrmen have continued to press Tor Inte-

to

(%]

grated schools based on the proposition that this iz the orly rncex
. \s v - . 35
insure quality education for Uegrd youngsters.

~he validiiy of the criticicms leveled ot the ucncols Ty zre-
testers anc tne usefulness of the strate les they have ucililizel Lo
purste their poals are complex issues walch Will nov Le explcred ncre,
vore contral to the concern of this study is the fact thav &ll of wne
Boycotts, actcnctraticns, public rmeetings, newsgaper articles, tocws,

and television uro asts wnich Love dealt with these issues nave

35

Lite*“ture oa tais gencral iscsuc is volurinous, l'cr Sclc
seleated discussions see Jath.n Glazer, "Is Integration rossiluls In
the Lew Yori City Schools?"  Carerntory, Seplerver , ~060y VILL Tirlow,
"De Facto Public uchool Secresetion,” Villuneve Iitt Agv:ev,‘;;rin;,
1961; Decrniel Levine, "City Cchools Touay: o0 Lote vith Too Littlli,'

||r~r,\

Thi Delte Venpsn, Spring, 1961; Jerery Lorner, Tae LoV Yoril Snnoc.
ur_s1u," Diss.nt, Spring, 196L; Charles L. dllberron, Crisis ir. Tl-cl
and Vhite (tew York: Rendor Fouse, 196L), Crapter G, '"ne Zeore and
the Scnooll" end Martin Mayer, "Cleose to lMicnight fer the Lew Youn
Schools," Yew York Tirmes l'orevire, Moy 2, 1965,
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perfornmed the function of focusing public attention and concerr

on the circumstances surrounding central city schools.

This action, in both the Southern and llorthern regions c¢f tie

country, has made the current civil rights moverent one of the ceniral

forces of social change in contemporary Arerica. In addl

b PO
uC e e bl

ct
}.J.
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ja

general influence, & strengthened civil rights noverent ras nad an

.
4]
’
’

important bearing on the topic of this investigation in two specifs
ways: (1) it promoted the enactment of the Civil Rishtc Act of 196-
which eventually undercut an issue which had previously corpilcatec
the passage of federal aid to education bills and (2) it called
renewed sttention to the relative circumsteances of liegrces in ~rerica,
particularly in relation to the educationel opportunities availablc
to Negro youngsters in the cities,

he initial action to press for adéiticnal civil rigrts legis-
laticn began during the Kennedy Administration. Tresident Tennedy,
after ruch consultation with various porties and Zeep consiceraticn

for its pocsible influence on the enactrent of other rey [rofrass, *

-
By

cent nis civil rights bill to Coagress on June 19, 1963,77 PRelveraiing
statistics he had used in his opening devate with Presilentiel candidate
Richard ixon and his Civil Rights Message of February, 1963, the
Presicent notec:
The llegro baby born in Arerica todzay, rejarciess ol
the section of the nation in which he I born, has acouv
cne-half as ruch change of corpleting hign school as a

vhite baby torn in the same place on the sere cay, cne-
third as ruch chence of completing college, cre-ihiird as much

,

3°For insightful accounts concerning the political issucs
surroundins civil rights, the type of vill proposed, cad o ti

see Sorenceil, One. Cits, DP. 470-506, and Arthur !'. Schlesinger, Jr.,
£ Thovemnd Deys: Jomn F. Ferrnedy in the Vhite Ilcuse (Zoston: loughten
Mifflin Company, 1965), pp. 924-977.
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chance of becoming a profescsionel man, twice as much

chance of becoming unecrployed, about onc-scventn oo

much chance of earning $10,000 o ycar, a life expcc-

tancy which is seven ycars shorterg and the procpecto

of c¢arning only onc-half as much.”

Among other things, the legislation called fcr o variety of
reformulations in the voting rights laws, governnental authority to
file suit to desegrepate public accormedations, a provision waics
would supply the Attorney General the power to initiate scrhool Gctegregea-
tion suits, additional programs to assure fair employment, and a
provision authorizing the Federal government to withhold Ifunds Jor
programs in which discrimination was practiced.,

Iuring his first appearance before the United Stetes Cengress
following the assassination of President innnedy on Toverber 22, 1963,
Precident Johnson urged "the earliest possible passage of the civil
rights bill for which he [President Kenredy] fought so long." Tre

Y
bill was pessed in the House of Representatives by a two-to-one rargin
in February, 1964. After & filibuster of alrost three montis, tze
Senate took the unprecedented step of veting to curtail o filibuster
against civil rights legislation, The Scnate ©ill was altered 0o
plaze more stress on local enforcement and the Zouse accepted tiie till
as modified by the Cenate. DBeiore a naticnwide televisicn gucience
President Johnson signed the bill intc law on July 2, 196L,

Under Title VI of the 196L Civil Rigats Act no program or

activity receiving federal assistance may discriminate against persons

because of race, color, or national origin. I such praciices are

37Quoted in Sorensen, op; cit. p. b72.
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verified by a federal agency and not voluntarily terrinated, tre
agency is authorized to halt the distribution of tunds to the unit
involved after providing an opportunity for a hearing and after
giving the appropriate leg.slative committees thirty days' notice.
The inzlusion of this provision in legisletion passca sixz

months before Congress began its hearings on the Lducaticn Act cf

1965 gererally eliminated from the sphere of discussion a cerniroverciol

issue-=the granting of federal aid to segregsztecd cducaticn <ysterg—-
which had in recent years been one of the key factors hirncering the
creation of & solid coaliticn of federal aid proponcnis.

Since 1950 the National Association for the Advancerent of
the Colored Pebple (KAACP), which has supported federal aid Jor
education since it was organized, has insisted that any education eid
program include a stipulation barring federal funds to segregavecd
schools.38 Tgstifying before the liouse Subcommittec on Lducaticn in
1961, Clarence Mitchell, director of the Yashington furcau of thae
NAACP, made it cleer that this position was not subject to cornnromise
when he stated:

Wwe shall never cease to resist the dishorest and
undemocratic idea that the taxpayers of all the Stetes

should be called uvon to build segregated schools in

o few states; nor shall we be silent when such proposals
arc rade.39

38Prlor to 1950 the AAC? hed stressed the equcl cdis

strizution
of funds aronpg schools. Sce Frark J. Muuger and Ricrard T'e Tenno,
Jr., lational bolltlo" and Federal Aid to Pducetvion (uyrac4Q~: Syracuse
University Press, 1962), pp. 65-T72.

39House Comrmittee on Education and Labor, Federsl Aic “o
Schools, p. 666.
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Other advocates~of fedcral aid, to the dismay of the RY TSN
. Have been more willing oh occuasion to concede the'pointfin their”
enthusiasm to attract Southern support for school aid ©bills, Althcoush
condemning segregation in schools, rany qf £hc Crotps (cuch as the
National Rducgtion Associatioq and the AFL~QIC) Luve opposed, et on-
tire or another, an antli-sepregation arenérient 4o peading tills,  iven

Negro congressuen have previously split on the izcue; Poprecentative

[y

Adum Cloyton Powell has often introduced oy threatencd te ioirciuc

such ‘an arencrent anc has been supported by Representative Charle:z

Diggs of Detroit but opposed by.Reprcsentative'Wiliiam Dawson ©f
L0

3

Chicago .

However, the existeace of the Civil Rights Act of 15GL éuring

!

the 1965 congressional hearings and floor devates on educaticn aié
reant that dissen;}on arong supporters of aid resulting frem the

. segregation issue was no longer a poterntial threzt to he creat on
of a cohesive proponent coalition. It alsc eliminated %he pozssitnility
of non-Soutuern cpponents of zid votins “or the inciusiorn of & se regation
anendment and then turning around to vote egainst the Sill cn & “ircl
roli csll es wes the case in 1956 end 1560. Consequent;y{ tie civil
rights legislation of 196L represents an excellent exarsle of hew a
previous output of the political syster ray neve a feecback atfect

on the current politieal process.,

L0 . . . . .-,
James Q. Wilson, liegcro Politicc: The Cesrch for Leadorsric

(New York: The Free Press, 19G0), pp. 1lU-135.
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V. The Rationale for ederal Aid to

Fducation: The 1965 Version

In this review éf pdvcriy; metrébdliianisg, ard civil
rights an attempt has been n2dc o szpecify the neture of tiree
environmcnﬁal changes which occurred in fzerican sceles: aurin
early 1Q60's. “he rermaining task is tiofold: TO demcneirote hovw
these environmental changes vere utilized by the prenonenis of
sc..ool aid in 196¢ in. constructing their ncw arguwient fo:Afcdcral
Support of education and to make some assessrent of tac cfective-

ness of this approach in proroting the pessage of the 1935 iegisieticn,

The first overt ptblic nint concciﬁing the rind ¢f federal
aid to education program which would be presenield for ccnsideraticrn
to the 69th Congress was giver. by President Johnson in his State o
tae Union Yessage on Janusry L4, 1965, Reviewing the nzticsmal acenca,
the President stated:; "I pPropose we bezin a prograrm ir ecucaticn

10 insure every American child the fullest development of hic rinc

- e
e

b

ani s3kills.," Later in the ilessagze ne eleborated Siigatly oy sar

"For the.-prinary osnd secondary school Jers we will aid public cehools

R

b,

serving w-inccﬁghfamilies anc &assist students in beth pudlic ana
. . - "hl .."

priva.e schoo ,

ses and dimensions of tie clementary ond ~econaury

prograr were more\explicitly put forth bv the Fresicent in nis

: education message §o the Congress a week later on January 12, 1505,

¥

[ 2

hlU.S. Senate Cormrittee on Ladbor anc Public ''els » 4 UrETm
tary and Secondary Education fct of 1965: Dsckrrouni !

Jelated Presidential Reccrrencationt (Washirgton, .,C.:
ment Printing Office, 1965), pn. 5 end T.
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After reviewing Americén aczomplishments iz the ficld of educaticn
'.and the nat on s dependence on a strong educaflonal system, the
Presi den* declared, "There is a darker side to.educatior. in Arcr.ce..
e included in this view the student dropout ratc, the greving une-
,; ployment of young people with an elghth grade cducation or lesc,

| the proportion of’ students not able to pursue a hl(lcr educavion, trc
growth of enrollment at the elementary and seccadory 15:31, and vnce
need for facilities to meet this growth.

Referring to education as "(T)he No. 1 business of tac Arericen

people,” the President outlined hiz programs.

In the section devoted to elementary and secondary cducatich
he noted that, in the past, six or seven years of schooling did not
sericusly restrict an individual's oppertunities, "tut teday, lacz
of formal education is likely to mean low vages, Irequent uremployment,
and & home in an wrban or rural sium,"

“he President continued his rmessage by describing the relation-
ship between a deficient education ané poverty. ie reraried:

Poverty has mary roots, but the itarroct is irmcrance:

Poverty is the lot of twe=thirds cf +the ferdlies in vhicen

the family head hes hod 9 years or less of schcolingo

Twenty percent of the youth aged 19 to 2k vwith
eighth-grade educatioiﬁor less are unerployed--four ‘*re"

the national average. <

le continued Ly stressing the point that poverty is rob cvenly
distributed throughout the nation thus presenting special educaticnal
problems for areas with disproportionate levels, Iiere the linka-e wez

[}

rade between poverty and cities. The pattern was swmarized Tty the

2ri4,, p. 1b.
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President in the following terms

The burden on the Hation’s schools is not evenly
_diatributeda, Low=incore farilies are. beavle cCnech-
trated in particular urbcn: nn;*hborhouda OY rural &rcic.
Fuced with the largest educaticonal needs, many of trese
scnool districts have inadeguate flnancla; rescourcGi.
This irxbalance has beeu increased by ihe moverment cf niyn
‘incore families from the center of citlesc to trne suturcs
ancd their replazerent by low=inceme fanmilies fror rurel
areas. ) _
- Despite a massive effort, our big citic
spend only about t.o thirds as much per pupi
adjacene suburbs.,
In our 15 largest citics, 60 perecent of the 10th
grace students from poverty nelighborhiccds dron cut
before finishing high school.
This is a national provler. TFederol zcticn is u;-ucc
to assist the States and localities in bringing trhe full
benel i.s of education to Lhi’drcn of lov=-inccre favilicc.

.

~.

~
L

&y trneir

S
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Ed
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Tre recommcndei national response to thesc ccnditié:s'was
7itle I of the Elementary and Secondary Zducatic: Act of 1945, A4z
r.oteé previously, this is the key title of the Act. It rrovices
{ederal funds to school districts based cn the nuvnber of § to 1l7-
year~old children from families with an annual incore below 2,300
or wita a higher income as a ccnsequence ol aid to dezerncent calliren
relief puymente nmultiplied by 50 per cent of the average per=zunil

expenditure in thre state during the schcol year 1903-Ch.

In oréder for a schiocol district to receive the funcds allocated

L&)

esaneat of the

to it on tre basis of this forrula, it nust take an as
ecucational neeuas of low-incore stuvueants, both public cad private,
in its district and desipgn special prograrms to escist tlese stulenis,

Once the plans are formulated they are su
P Y

P

of Educaticn for review; if the State approves ithe plans the Juncs

L
3;bid., pp. 1L=15,

o L |

orritted to the Ctate Zeporitens



.y -
A "E;?z"%f’l G A P
PR G o el /

4

oﬁv:ap%smf’,f/‘«&“%ﬂf;‘;

SN OR

authorized are forwarded to the local schnool district. The State
Educaetion Dega:tment is responsible for seeing that the rlanc arc
carried out and for providing the Federal Offics of Hlucwiion wiin
evaluat@ve reports,

In éddition to recbmmending a prbgram of assistunce to schools
serving ghildrgn of low~incore familics, the Presicdent also rccormesded
& progran tc¢ authiorize grantg to assist Siates in the purchnase of Locks
for school libvraries (Title II), . prcposal to provide federul funds for
the establishment of supplementary education centers and services
within communities (Tiﬁle'III), the creution, under the Cooperzutive
Research Act, of regional educatiocnal léboratories to wncertike

-

research, train teachers, and irplement tested researcn fincirnge

'™
\ &

itle IV), and a program to provide federal assistence to strengthnen
State education departments.(Title V).hh
liearings on the Administration's bill were hcld Lefore thc
respective congressional committees during the last wee: -2 canuary
ard the firsv week of February, 1965. The leadins Administration
witnesses were, of course, the Secretary of Healta, :Qucation, and
Welfare, Anthony J. Celebrezze, and the Ccxmissioner of Education,(
Francis Keppel,
| Cpeaking before the louse Subcermitiee on Iducation on canuary
22, Secretary Celebrezze reoviewed the President's requesy and described
: it as "something new and different in magnitude, in coucept and i

direction . . . . It is a major innovation from Federal Prorosacs

4k

lore will be saia about these other titles of the Act :
s they relate to the political issues that are discussed in Crapters .
III and IV,

\
i
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and policies in recent decadss, particularly with respect to

elementary and secondary education,"*3 Quoting tho President's
remarks on poverty in America, the Secretary noted: - "The President's
Program as embodied in H.R. 2362 is designed to break this cycle
wnich has been running on from generation to generation in this
most affluent period of our history,"
In a similar fashion to the Prosident's Education ¥essage,
the Secretary sketched the rolationships arong poor education and
poverty, unemployment, delinquency, and erime. He ~continued by
stressing the seriousness of the dropout preblem and tho concentration
of poverity in the cities and rural areas.
Tre cause of these dropouts, and the decpair and dis-
illusionmont that characterize them, is not o ruch that
students have failed education as that education, as they
have found it, has far too often failed then,
“ducation's doficiencies, we havo come to recornize, are
rowhoere more marited than in the vovorty of the schcols that
soerve tne children of the poor-~-in the heart of our rroag
cities and in many rural comrunities. In the case of trese
cities and comrunities, poverty recuces local rcsources to tic
oeril voint. Zscause the tax base is leow, funds Jor cducz- 44
tion are inadequatse and the schools and the children suffer,
The testimory of Commissioner Xepocl emphasized the corrolations
among poverty, undereducation, unemploy=ient, and the lack o2 financial
resources of citles and raral arcas to moet their edu:ational needs.
Referring to the Presidont's prozosal to moet theso oroblems he éaid:
The new program dramaticelly parts comnany with cduca-

tion provosals and policies of the past , , ., ., It Dro-
vides aid to students in elementary and secondary schools

u530use Comnittee on Education and Labor, Aid tn Sle-~v4qams

N r————t +' = —

and Secondary = cation, 89th Congress, 1st Session (1965), p. &S5.

%Zbig.. p. 66,
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tec a larger degree than ever before proposed., It gives
special and long-needed attention to the education of the
childrer. of the poor who need the best our schools can

give and who usually have received the worst, . , ., Tt
commits education to end the paralysis that poverty breeus,
a paralysis that is chronﬁc and contagious and runs on fror
generation to generation.“7

The Commissioner supported his testimony by submitting the
partial results of several studies which indicate the relationship
between income and educational attainment., Tais relaticnéhib waé‘
illustrat?d by reference to a study of Tucson, frizona, in which the

forty-five census tracts of theé city were divided intc five rajor

groups on the basis of proximity and sirmilarity of incorme, educetional

achievement, and housing conditions. As Teble 8 indicates, the census
groubs with the lowest family income had the lowest percentage of high

school graduates and the highest dropout rates,

TABLL 8

DROPOUT AND GRADUATION RATES IN TUCSON PUBLIC HIGH
SCHOOLS, 1960-61, AND SOCIO-ECONO;:IC DATA
BY GROUPS OF CENGUS TRACTS, 19€0

% of Stu= % of Stu-

aents Lnie dents wno

Cen- Mecien rolled Graduated
sus Total Yrs, of lledian Vho Irop- fror
Group Pop. School incore ped Out E.5.

I 28,195 8.L $3,6€9 17.1 37
"II L4 ,052 11,2 L,72¢€ 10.5 58
11T 39,996 11.8 5,306 10.4 75

IV 47,863 12.3 5873 7.0 70

v 80,367 12.6 6,304 3.7 90

Supplementing the development of the bill's raticnale as

constructed by the President, the Secretary, and the Cormissioner was

“Trvia., p. 83.
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the testimony of large city school superintencents, Several suger~

L8

intendents, revresenting fourteen large cities, = were divided into

- two groups: one to appear before the louse corrittee, the other Lcfore
the Senate. Each superintendent briefly discussed the ¥inds of protlers
confrontihg large city school systems. They usually 1llustrateu their

points with references to conditions in their owrn districts and comrented

on how the legislation under review would aid in nitigating sore of

the problems.

The suwmmary statement presented by Dr. Eenjemin C, Willis,
Suparintendent of Chicago Schools, and moderator of the panel appearing
before the Senate, is typicai of the case presented bty the large city
representatives befbre‘the committee members., lle concluded his tesﬁi;
nony by stating:

To surmrarize, I would say +that the great cities of
America are confronted by unigue educational problems:

(1) Well-educated and highly skilled people are wmeving
out of the city.

(2) ‘Their places are being taken by larce families from
the rural South. :

(3) In the midst of rapidly d-veioping technological

" advances, the adults aronz the newcorers have little
education and limited vocational skills,

(4) The children, retarded in acalerdc achieverernt, and
lacking in motivation for school, reguire specialized
prozrams of education if they are tc overcore the
disadvanteges imrosed ugon ther by their limited back-
grounds.

(5) Programs to meet the needs of disadvantaged chiliren
have been successfully deronstrated ian each of the grezt

Py

%BThe cities included were Baltirore, Boston, Buffalc, Chicago,
Cleveland, Detroit, Houston, Los Angeles, Milwaukee, New York City,
Philadelpnia, P.utsburgh, San Francisco, and St. Louis. They represent
27 million people and about 1l per cent of all public school students.
It is of interest to note the cities voted overwhelmingly Democratic
in the 1964 Presidential election; the largest Republican proportion :
was recorded in Lus Angeles, 35.4 per senmt, T
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cities but these cannot be extended to serve all
of the childrea in need because of lack of financicl
resources,
l - (6) Local ‘support of education cowes largely from texes
"~ - on property; 12 cities pay.wcll over 60 percernt of the
l cost of operating their schoole from local taxes.
| (7) By 1965 enrollmerts in the schools of the creat cities
' L -7 will havé increased 48.6-pércent over 1650, and tnese
L : ' 0 enrolluents include large numbers of pupils requiring
costly specialized prograns.
(8) Site and construction costs arc considerably higher
in the large cities then in c=maller corrunities.
(9) A large portica of the tax dollar in the creet cities
is required for nonschool rovernrentzl scrvices.:
[ (10) 1In the face of increased need for financial resources,
there is a smaller assessable tax base pehind each
| - child in the schools in the great cities than ever
T before. _ .
| (ll) The sharing of taxes from other sowrces and from cther
| levels of government is required in order for the greas
' o " cities to provide oppoptunitipq for their children, each
} ' in accordance with his need.“’?

} More testimony could easily be inc'uded to denote “he kind
i of rationale utilized to support the requeat for federal aid for

; elementary and secondary education in 1965, but certainly tize point
& is already obvious. The argument was clearly rresented in terrms of
| - poverty and the consequences of metropolitanisn, thus departing
consicderably from past approaches. The question which remains is
how effective was this new approach in influencing c'ongressmen to
support the legislation,

VI. Conclusions

Any atiempt to answer this question immediately encounters
the difficulty of isolating the influence of the ra'ionsle underpinning

the bill from other factors thai copgressmen consider as they cast

49Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, Element
and_Secondary Fducation Act of 1965, 89th Congress, lst Session,

Pp. 1210-1211, .
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their votes, such as the preferences of their p- .oy leaders, their

constituents, their close colleagues, their state deiegaticn, the

executive, interest groups and their ‘own perscnal predispositiocns,

Just how influencial any one of these factors is at the tire of
& particular vote is extremely difficult to ascertain. Perhaps the

safest statement posszble ie ithat each vote results from a Sllcht;j

dlfferent mlxture of all these factoru.

No pretense will be made here cof introduéing a teclknigue
which claims to untangle and Qeigh these factors relative to the vote
on federal aid to education in 1965. Instead, at this roint we
incluce scme observations ol how the new rationale strengthened
the possibilities of passing the school aid bill, Later, in Chapter
IV, data ia presented which illustrates that the party variable
played an important part in influencing the final vote. llowever,
trhe party factor is not sufficient to account for the voting pattern
on education aid in 1965, Corsequently, the party voting analysis
is supplemented by additional ennlricul-data whiech suggests that the
rationale and features of the bill which have been discussed helped
Secure congressional votes for the legislation which cannot be explained
by the partiy variable,
The first and most obvious obscrvation has already been
noted: the rationale for federal aid to education was presented in
& novel and apparently refreshing manner. After mAny years of listening

to essentially the same witnesses reiterating essentially the same

statistics showing either the existence of or lack of an education
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'"crisis" revolving around enrollments, classroom shortages, teacher
shoftages, and state-local tax resources, éongressmen certainly
,b' must have welcomed the change in presentation if for no other reason
than variety. One close observer of the 1965 action suggested that
| the new approach at least did not doonx the bill before congressional
considerastion as a construction and/or teacher salary bill might have.
In a conversation with this researcher he remarked:
If we had brought a construction or salary bill to
the Hill I doubt if it would have had much of an inpacte=
they [the Congressmen] would have said: 'So, what else
is new?' As it was, they at least had something new to
bat around,’©
Novelty alone, of course, is not enough to gain.political
support for a bill. 'The rationale, whether old or new, ﬁhich supports
a legislative proposal must be presented in terms which are likely to
convince legislators that positive action is necessary., In this
sensé, the rationale used in 1965 was clearly an improverent over
earlier proponent arguments. It effectively focused or educational
problems which were undispvtedly acute. Whereas cpponents of federal
aid to education could bring forth reams of statistics,; as they did
in the past, to "demonstirate" that the classroom and teacher "shortage"
vas being sufficiently dealt with by state and local resources, they

were unable to cast doubt on the seriousness of the education problems

involving povefty-stricken students. The persuasiveness of the roverty

5oThis and fol'owing unattributed quotations are from
interviews conducted wiih various individuals who were involved
with the Education Act of 1965. The interviews were held in March,
1966. The questions were open-ended, no notes were taken during the
interview, and the quotations are derived -from netes made immediately
after each interview. The respondents were told that their comments
would not be identified.
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approach is indicated by the fuct that some congressional cpponents
of the bill (and federal aid in general) argued that the legislation
was deficient because, among other reasons, it did not concentrate
sharply enough on aiding poor stu.dentsoSl Whether this argument

was made in good faith is difficult to determine, but one fact
appears clear; it was ideologizally difficult for opporents to be
publicly opposed to providing aid so that poverty~-stricken children
could receive an adequate education which would allow them to take
rgfponsible economic roles in the future instead of beconing public
vards,

Not only did the new rationale weaken the posture of the

opposition, but it also helped to unite the Proponents of federal
support for education. Aiding disadvantaged students in urban and
rural slums was & program that all long-time proponents could back
with some enthusiasm. Presentation of the legislation in these
terms averted a repetition of past occurrences which witnessed major |
supporters c¢f federal aid disagreeing among themselves over the question
of whether aid should be for classroom construction or teachers'
salaries or both. The cohesion among proponents; vhich is a basic
prerequisite for legislative success, was from all the available
evidence as high as it has been in recent years and must be expléined,
in part, by the context in which the program was presented.

It appears that the rationale used encouraged the passeage

of the bill in still other ways. By utilizing the poverty theme,

SlSee, for example, the minority report in the Senate Committee f*"

on Labor and Public Welfare, Llementary and Secondar iducation Act of
1965, RBport, 89th Congress, lst Session, April, 1965, and Conpressional
Record, March 25, 1965, pp. 5592-5597.
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it is likely that the Education Bill profited from the political
momentum of the overall anti-poverty program. As noted earlier,
poverty legislation became the first and one of the key cornerstones
of the Johnson Administration and its pursuit of the Great Society.
The Economic Opportunity Act was passed in August of 1964 by a Ccngress
which had fewer liberal Demccrats than the 89th. Consequently, it
is not unreasonable to suggest that legislation presented in 1965
and linked to poverty would be most attractive to the many congress-
men who profited by the Johnson landside in November of 196L since
the President himself was deeply committed to battle poverty and its
consequences. Additionally, it is important to note that the poverty
formula used to allocate funds to 95 percent of the nation‘s counties
meant that every congressional district would qualify for some schocl
eid.
Although the point was not particularly stressed during
the congressional hearings or debates, it was no secret that the
funds made available under Title I of the 1965 Education Act would
be allccated disproportionately to aid Negro students since a large
percentage are from families with reletively low incomes. Representa-
tive Howard Smith (D., Va.) reminded the House of this fact when
he commented on the floor:
You know, this bill got its steam out of the hysteria

that is going on now relative to the minority race. They

are the ones they say need education in order to put then

on a basis of first-class citizenship.5

From the proponent perspective, this fact appears to be ancther

strength of the conmtext in which the bill was presented in 1965,

52

Congressional Records Mareh 25, 1965, p. 5553.
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By providing ald to disadventeged students in general, the legis-
iation also represented an indiract response t¢ the ¢civil riphts
movement discussed above. The blll provided the Congress with
a vehicle for &t least partially satisfying the needs of Negroes
withou. eppearing to "knuckle under" to the demands of civil rights
groups., |

This chapter has attempted to illustrate that three
environmental chenges, which became particularly visible and relevant
to education in the mid-1960°'s, were utilized by the proponents
of federal school aid to develop & new rationale to bolster their
agreement for greater federal assistance to the education function.
The results would suggest that in this instance the proponents
of aid were particularly skillful in relating their political
demands to acute social conditions. This shift in retionale
constitutes the introduction of new legislative inputs relative to
national education policy which helped promote the enactment
of the new policy under consideration.

In the two chapters that follow an examination is made
of additional sources of environmental change. First a discussion
is presented concerning demand articulators as represented by
constituents and organized groups. This discuseion is followed
by an investigation of changes which occurred in relation to

the major political parties, the President, and the issue of federa..

school aid.
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CHAPTER III

DEMAND ARTICULATORS: CONSTITUENTS

AND ORGANIZED GROUPS

I. Constituents and Federal Aid for Education

The relationship between a representative and his consti-
tuency cuts across several no~mative and factusl issues in political
science. At the normative level, for instance, exists the Burkean
question concerning the extent to which the representative should
serve his constituency's interest but not their will. At the
factual level exists the empirical problem of deternining tue actual
nature of the relationship betweer a representative and his constie
tuency.l Underpinning both of these perspectives is the basic
ccuception that there is an influential linkage lLetween the represented
and their representatives. Relative to this approacii, the attitudes
of constituents on various public poclicy issues as perceived by their
representative, constitute one, and perhaps the most important, political

input influencing his decision-making behavior. Consequently, the

ISee, for example, Julius Tvrner, Party and Constituency:
Pressures on Congress(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1951); Lewis
A. Froman, Congressmen and Their Constituencies {New York: Random
House, 1963); Warren E, Miller and Donald E. Stokes, "Constituency
Influence in Congress," American Political Science Review, Vol. LVII
(March, 1963), 45-56; Lewis Dexter, 'The Representative and His
District," in Robert Peabody and Nelson Polsby, New Perspectives on
the House of Representatives (Chicago: Rand McNally & Company,

1963), pp. 3-29; and Charles F. Cnudde and Donald J. McCrone, "Tie
Linkage between Constituency Attitudes and Congressional Voting
Behaviar: A Causal Model," American Political Science Review, Vol.
LX (March, 1966), pp. 66~72. .
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behavior of a congressmau toward a measure such as federal aid to
education may be explained, in part, by his perception of his consti~
tuency's attitudes on the question, |

According wo this framework, changes in policy outputs would
result from actual changes or perceived changes in the attitudes of the
population, the recognition of these alterations by congressmen, and
a decisioq by the representatives to react in harmory with the shift.
Unfortunately, utilizat%on of this framework to explain the chanage
in national education policy is complicated by a number of factors,
including the lack of data on a district by district hasis and the
changing membership composition of the naticmal legislature. These
factors preclude an analysis which would attenpt to explaia the vode
of individual congressmen on the Education Act of 1965 in terms of
changing constituency attitudes on federal aid to education. It is
possible, however, to explore the nature of naticnvide public atti-
tudes on federal school aid and relate this infermation in a rough ,f
manner to congressional action on the issue. Since the unit of
analysis iz this study is the entire national legislative system, it
is reasonable to use national constituency attitudes as invuts into
the system and possible sources of innovation,

The approach to this topic will be structured around several
questions: (1) What have been the historical national attitudes
toward general federal aid to educaticn? (2) What have been the
naticnal attitudes comcerning aié to non-public schools? (3) Is
there evidence to indicate that these attitudes changed betweer 1961

and 19657 (4) If so, to what extent can the enactment of the 1965

Education Act be linked tc these changes?
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Several national public opinien polls have been conducted
by various survey organizations since the 1940's waich provide
deta concerning attitudes toward federal aid to education. Table
9 gsummarizes the results of the available surveys taken since 1943.
It indicates that for the period 1943 to 1961, approximstely six to
seven out of every ten individuals interviewed have expressed approval
of federal aid while about two out of every ten have specified disap-
proval. However, this considerable majority fevoring federal aid seems
to have diminished by 1965, precisely at the time that Congress
enacted legislation. This rather surprising development obviuusly
raises some questions about the relationship between public attitudes

and congressional policy making.

TABLE 9

NATIONAL PUBLIC OPINION SURVEYS CONCERNING GENERAL

FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION: 19L3-1965

Percent In Favor Percent Opposed Percent With

Date of Federal Aid to Federal Aild No Opinion
1943 T2% 18% 10%
May, 1948 17 13 10
Dec., 1948 61 23 15
1949 66 24 10
1950 66 24 10
1955 68 24 8
Jan., 1957 . T6 | 19 5
1959 I 16 T
1961 73 20 7
1964% Lo 58 2
1965 49 42 9

®Excludes 258 which indicated no snterest in the issue out
of a total sample of 15T1.

Source: American Institute for Public Opinion, 1948; 1949; 1955;
1961; 1965; Elmw Roper and Associates, 1950; Nationel Opinion Research
Center, 1943; Survey Research Center, 1959; 196k,
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Av first glance this information would imply that there

existed a long-time solid support for federal aid that was thwarted
by the failure of the national legislature to enact & program and
that, when ihe public support decreased consideradvly the legislature
acted. There are several considerations, however, which caution
against this interpretation of the data.

First, it is not at all clear that thne results of the polls
for the period 19L43-1961 reflect stable, widesyread support for
federal aid. Information included in two other surveys, ore in 1950
and the other in 1956, show that a surprising number of interviewees
were unavare that federal aid to education was a controversial subject.,
When the panels were asked if they had heard cr read about the debate
in Congress over the issue, on both occasions L2 per cent replied that
they had not.2 This finding would suggest that a considerabdle nunmber
of those who favor federal aia do not realize its controversial nature
end consequently are not likely to have been or becone politically
active concerning the issue,

Other evidence also indicates that the general support for
federal aid shown in Table 9 is less extensive than is apparent.

The preportion of affirmative answers fluctuates considerably when
the same question is asked and even more 50 when the basic qﬁestion
is rephrased. For example, in May and December of 1948 similar cross
sections of the population wers asked *he same aid question. On the

first vccasion 77 per cent responded affirmatively and seven months

2See Frank J. Munger «2d Richard F. Fenno, Jr., National Politics
and Federal Aid to Education (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 19627,
p. 92,
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later only 61 per cent ansvered affirmatively, a difference of 16
per cent, Similerly, in a 1947 Gallup poll a national éample was
asked the question: "Would you be wiiling to pay more taxes to
the Federal government to raise educational levels in the poorer
states of this country--or should the poorer states take this responsi-
bility themselves?" Federal eid couched in this context was supported
by only 35 per cent of the sample. In contrast, a 1959 panel vas
asked the question: “If cities and towns around the couniry meed
help to build schools, the government in Washington ought to give
them the money they need. Do you agree or disagree?" Presented in
this form, T7 per cent of those interviewed agreed that federal
assistance should be extended. Then in 1964 a comprablg national
sample was asked: '"Some people think the government in Weshington
should help towns and cities provide education for grade and high
schocl children, others think this should be handled by the states

) and local communities. Have you been interested enough in this to
favor one side over the other? (If yes) Which are you in favor of?"3
On this occasion 16 per cent of ‘:he sample indicated no interest in
the issue and only 40 per cent of those interested enough to have an
opinion favored federal assistance.

Fundamental to all of these questions was the proposition

that the Federal government should provide some contribution to local
educetion. The fact that the same guestion asked at different times
and r-nhrasing of the basic question have produced such diverse results

implies that the underlying attitudes are quite shallow and certainly

3The i748 question wes asked by the American Institute of
Public Opinion and the 196k question by the Survey Research Center.




R TR & X I s R T I N L S

not cryetalized euough %o produce atrong political pressure for action.
In this sense, it would be a misteke to place great reliance on the
significance of the shifts in opinion since it is likely that the
variations reflect the phrasing of the question rather than thoughtful
revisions of attitudes on the part of the public. It is interesting
to note, however, that on the one occasion when an attempt was made

Lo separate the segments of the public interested enough in the issue
to have an opinion only 4O per cent of those that were interested
favored federal aid, which suggests that the results of other polls
overestimate the proportion of the public which is both aware «f the
issue and in favor of assistance.

In addition to the instabjlity of public attitudes expressed
on-the issue, there is further evidence to indicate why the apparent
br;ad support for aid did not stimulate the enactment of a law before
1965. Those individuals who favored federal aid for education disagreed‘
amoné themselves, as did interest groups and legislators, over the
kind of aid program desirable. If the questions of aid to segregated
schools and non-public schools and aid for buildings versus salaries
are introduced into the discussion, it becomes clear that the public
support for school aid has been utterly diffused. All three questiops
were included in a 1961 survey. Those respondents favoring aid were
split over the terms of the program as is reported in Table 10 ,

The fact that no alternative had as much as one out of five

supporters illustrates the diffusion of public pressure for schocl

aid and in no small g:y exemplifies why the national legislature did

"
ot
w ™
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TABLE 10
PROPORTION OF INDIVIDUALS FAVORING VARIOUS
FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS, 1961
Program Percent Favoring

All Public--Only Public--Buildings 18.3
All Public--Only Public--Salaries 13.9
All Public--Qnly Public--Both 12.5
All Public--Also Private--Buildings 12.6
All Public--Also Private--Salaries 8.4
All Public--Also Frivate--Both 8.6
Not Segregated--Only Public--Buildings Tal
Not Segregated--Only Public--Salaries L.8
Not Segregated--Only Public--Both 5.6
Not Segregated=--Also Private--Buildings 3.0
Not Segregated--Also Private--Salaries 2.5
Not Segregated=-Alco Private--Both 2.7

N = 2772h 100,0%

not develop a positive consensus on the issue in the face of what

cseemed to be widespread puhlic support,5

L
_ Frank Munger, "The Politics of Federal Aid to Education,"
unpublished paper presented at 1965 meeting of the American Political
Science Association Annual Conference, Weshington, D.C., September, 1965.

71t is worth suggesting that the case of public attitudes
toward federal school aid appears to be & good example of the point
made by V.0. Key, Jr., that the intensity of opinion rather than its
direction is likely to be more crucial in attempting to establish any
relationship betweern public attitudes and governmental action. Public
Opinion and American Democracy (Few York: Alfred A. Koopf, 1961).
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Given these addit! val dimensions of the data presented
in Table 17 it is e°ident that the passage of the 1965 Education
Act was not the result of increased public backing for federal aid.,
In fact, if the 196U and 1965 polls were at all reflective of public
attitudes, less than half of the adult population approved of the

action taken.

II. Public Attitudes on Parochial
Schooul Aid

If the passage of the 1965 bill cannot be linked to greater
public endorsement, is it possible that & shift in attitudes on the
key sub-issue --aid to parochial schools--occurred and contributed
to the enactment of the law? Again national surveys provide us with
& source of information; howcver, the results reported in Table 11
although helpful do not reveal some important reservations; On surface
it appears that public attitudes displayed little variation om the
question of aid to parochial schools for the period 1938 to 1961
during which about 55 per cent of those interviewed oprosed such
aid while approximately 35 per cent favored the idea. Additionally,
it seems that this two-decade pattern shifted sometime between 1961
and 1963 so that by the latter date a small plurality favered aid to
parochial schools, but the earlier distribution was recorded again
in > 964,

In order to assess the meaning of these corflicting changes,
it iz necessary, first of all, to analyze in detail the shift which
occurred between 1961 and 1963 since this alteration represents an

important development in the school aid fight due to the fact that

aild to non-public schools has been one of.the major obstacles blocking

T OO 5 ETO  SLT



- TABLE 11

NATIONAL PUBLIC OPINION SURVEYS CONCERNING
FEDERAL AID TC PUBLIC AND PAROCHIAL
SCHOOLS: 1938-1965

Percent Opposed Percent in Fagor No

Year to Parochial Ald of Parochial Aid Opinion
1938 53% 35% 121
1949 51 b1 s6
1961 o7 36 T
1963 k1 - 51 8
1964 51 40 9

Source: American Institute fér Public Opinion, 1938; 19L49;
1961; 1963; Survey Research Center, 196kL.
earlier 1egislation.6 During the postwar period Catholic organizstions
have insisted that any general federal aid to educétion program include
equal essistance to parochiel schools. Opposition to this demand
has been basically centered among Protestants and Protestant organiza-
tions; therefore, an analysis of this change in terms of religious
groupings is essential. If this shift in public attitudes merely
reflects a greater proportion of Catholics favoring parochial school
assistance, then the political dynamics of the situation has not
changed significantly. However, if individuals with other religious
affiliations have also changed their opinions on the question then

a new set of circumstances does exist.

6The second portion of the chapter discusses thieg topic at length.

L 3
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It is worth noting at the outset that the fluctuation
between 1961 and 1963 was probably not due to the phrasing of
the inquiry. On both occasions the Americar Institute for Public
Opinion asked a national sample the following question. "If the
Fﬂderal Gcvernment in Washington decides to glve money £o aid
education . . . should this money go only to public schools, or
should money go to help Catholic and other private schools as well?"

The proportion of the respondents affiliated with the three
major religions who favored federal aid to parochial schools is
recorded in Table 12 . It shows that not only did the proportion

of Catholics favoring non-public school aid increase between 1961

and 1963 from 70 to 76 per cent, but a iarger proportion of Protest~
ants (31 %o U5 per cent) and an even greater propertion of Jews

(2 to 26 per cent) elso revised their attitudes.

TABLE 12
PR:JFORTION OF RESPONDENTS FAVORING FEDERAL

AID TO PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS, BY RELIGION:

1961-196L
Total % Percént Catholics Percent Protestants Percent Jews
Favoring Favoring Favoring Favoring
Year Private Aid Private Aid Private Aid Private Aid
1961 362 704 - 31% 2%
1963 51 76 45 26
1964 Lo 62 3k 27

Source: American Institute for Public Opinion, 1961; 1963;

Survey Research Center, 196i,
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III."Imglications

Although the change in attitudes between 1961 and 1963 f‘

was greatest on a percentage basis among Jews, the total number

- of individuals éhanging opinions was greatest among Protestants. ' éh

Civen the nature of past conflicts over school aid and simple
population statistics this fact, in political terms, bécomes the
most important aspect of the shift., It is likely that as Catholics
and Protestants tend to converge in their attitudes on the issueof

the possibility to enacting a bill increazes. With the segregation

-

issue essentially reconciled by the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and
the construction versus salary question avoided by the terms of

the 1965 bill, to what extent can this initial shift in public opinion

.

on the religious issue be related to the passage of the 1965 act? *
Did congressmen previously opposed to parochiel aid view this new

l

. I
development as a mandate to vote for a measure including private !‘
t

!

school aid? |
l

In order to satisfy these inquiries it is necessary to consider

|
|
several relevant factors. First, a closer examination of the magnitude i;
of change among non-Catholics provides some revealing clues. The date ?
in Table 12 indicate that of the Protestants and Jews opposed to |
non-public school aid in 1961 approximately one out of five had modified : f‘
their opinion by 1963, This ratiner moderate change plus the considera-
tion that even ufter the shift less than half of the Protestants and
only one~-fourth of the Jews favored the proposition would infer that

this was less than a "revolutiocnary" innovation and unlikely to have

much of a direct impact on congressional voting behavior. To arrive




at an opposite conclusion would mean that one would have to

assume that this alteration in constituency attitudes vas, first,
great enough to he brought to the attention of congressmen ;and,
secondly, esignificant enough in both size and intensity to convince
those who were previously inclined.to oppose a federal aid bill

vhich included parochial school aid to favor such legislation.

The existing evidence concerning the major influences on congressional
voting behavior would argue against this interpretation. For example,
in the rather ingenious study by Miller and Stokes, it was discovered
that party policy, the representative's own policy preferences, and

his perception of preferences held by his constituency were all

more influential than the actual views of his constituency on issues
other than civil rights.7
There is further evidence to suggest that the shift recorded
between 1961 and 1963 was unlikely to be a factor in the passage
of the legislation under consideration. The results of the poll
conducted by the Survey Research Center in 1964 show, in contrast
to the findings of the American Institute of Public Opinion, that a
majority of the total sample was opposed to aid for parochisl schools
and that “he proportion of Catholics (62%) and Protestants (3L4%)
favoring non-public school aid was considerably smaller than what
was reported in the 1963 AIPO poll.
Additionally, there is some reason to believe that the Survey

Research Cmnter poll is perhaps a more eccurate measure of the relevant

attitudes. It will be recalled that the AIPO phrased its question

7"Conat:ltuency Influence in Congress," op. cit.
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along the liness "If the government decides to give aid should
the money go to public schcols only or private as well?" The shorte
coming of phrasing the question in this manner is that it requires
the respondent to accept the fact that an aid program has been
establiahed (whether he favored onme or not) and then asks him if
some of the money should Ye given to private schools. In this con-
text, the proportion of the population which desired parochiael aid
in & positive sense is somewhat obscurad because it is possible
that some respondents who actually oppose all federal aid would

be willing to see some aid distributed to’ private scnools if,
contrary to thexr basic opinion, a school aid bill is enacted. In
other words, this phrasing of the question tends to group together
those segments of the population which want a federal aid program
that would include assistance to private schools and those who are
opposed 1o all aid but think it should also be given to private
schools if it must come. In contrast, the wording of the SRC
question is more straight-forward. It reads: "Many grade schools
and high schools around the country are run by various churches

and religious groups of all faiths--Protestants, Catholics, Jews.
Do you think the government should provide help to these schools

or not?" With the question posed in this manner, it is likely that
only those respondents who favored both the basic concept of federal
aid and aid to private schools would give an affirmative answer.
For this resson, the 1964 SRC poll is probably the most reflective

of the state of public attitudes on the question of assistancs to

parochial schools. Just prior to the 1965 congressional consideration
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of the issue and it does not indicate strong public suppert for
parochial school aid.

In summary, it is not likely that & change in public opinion
on the question of aid to non-public schools is an important source
of inncvation related to the passage of the 1965 Education Act. If
& shift in opinion did occur, as the AIPO data indicate, the shift
was small in magnitude, a majority of Protestants and Jews were
still opposed to federal assistance for parochial schools, and there
is 1little evicence to indicate that congressmwen who would ordinar¥ly
vote against a program including parochial school aid would feel
compelled to vote for it as a result of new constituency pressure.

It would be-misleading, however, to completely neglect the
possibility that the shift in public opinion recorded by the AIPO
polls may have had an indirect effect on the pessage of the legislation.
In the following section of this chapter an examination is made of
interest group alignments on the issue of general federal aid and
parochial school aid prior to and during 1965. That discussion shows
that one of the salient developments in 1965 was the modification
in position of the major Protestant organizations on the religious
issue and the consequent implications of this change for the proponent
victory. It is conceivable that the growing proportion of Protestants )
willing to accept the notion of privete schools aid {according to
the AIPO findings) meant that the leadership of the major Protestant

organizations may have been given a freer hand to make a looser

interpretation of the relationship between their previous stance on the
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issue and their position in 1965. Couaequently, the interest
groups, given their greater visibility and more direct contact
wvithin Congreas,a may have performed the function of transmitting
any shift in attitudes at the grass roots to representatives throughb
their policy statements before the éongressiona;l. committee hearings

on the educatior bdiil (H.R. 2362 and S. 370).

88ee, for example, Charles L. Clapp, The Congressmeng _His
Work as He Sees It (New York: Doubledsy and Company, 19335, Chapter

4.
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IV. The Group Approach to Politics

The attempt Yo locate the genesis of political change
among demand articulators has led to an investigation of innovation
«8 it relates to charging constituent views as reflected in public
opinion surveys. Another and certainly not contradictory way fo
probe the origin of political innovation involves the group theory
approach to the policy-making process.

This notion of politiecs was lucidly developed by Arthur

Bentley in his book, The Process of Covernment, which first appeared
in 1908, and has been recently restated and revitalized by David
Truman. Truman suggests that in generel an interest group is character-
ized by "a shared asttitude" that makes certain claims upon other groups
in the society. A political interest group is one "that makes claims
.9

through or upon the institutions of government.,” Fronm this perspective
most political outputs are basically a function of conflicts among
organized interest groups which have resorted to applying political
demands upon the governmental system to achieve their objectives.
Earl Latham summarizes the basic postulates of the conception by
writing:

~ The legislature referees the group struggle, ratifies

the victories of the successful coalitions, and records

che terms of the surrenders, compromises, and conquests

in the form of statutes . . . . The legislative vote on

any issue thus tends to represent the composition of strength,

i.e., the balance of power among the contending groups at

the moment of voting., What may be called public policy is

actually the equilibrium reached in the group struggle at
any given moment, and it represents a balance which the

] 9David B. Truman, The Governmental Process (New York:
\ Alfred Knopf, Inc., 1951), p. 37.
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contending factions of groupa constently strive to
weight in their favor.i

In a recent paper Frank Munger has proposed that witiin
the interest group framework major political change may be brought
dbout in two principal ways. First, a major external influence
may unsettle the existing equilibrium of groups, thus forcing a
rew response by both tue groups and governmental decisione-makers.
Secondly, the balance of groups which psoduced and supports existing
public policy may be altered by: a) an increase or decrease of the
political influence and access of some or all of the groups; b)
& redefinition of group doctrines by the group leaders ané members
which in turn generates new combinaticns and coalitions; or c) the
activation of new participants in the political process with s
consequent alfération in public policy ou‘c.comes.ll

The available evidence indicates that from arnong these
possible means of group stimulgted change, the emergence of a new
interest group coalition supplies the most reasonable interpretation
of the group influence on the enactment of the Education Act of 1965,
In the year of success the proponents of federal aid were able to

fashion a powerful alliance which a weakened opposition was unable

loEarl Latham, "The Group Basis of Politics: lotes for a
Theory,"” The American Political Science Review, Vol. XLVI (June,
1952), p. 390, It is worth noting that some political scientists
have cautioned against an overstressing of the importance of interest
groups at the expense of ind.viduais and the legislature. See, for
example, Peter i, Odegard, "The Group Basis of Politics: A New Name

for an Ancient Myth," The Western Political Quarterly, Vol. XI
(September, 1958), pp. 689-T02.

1lprank J. Munger, "The Politics of Federal Aid to Education,"
unpublished paper preeented at the 1965 Annual Meeting ¢f the Armerican
Political Science Association, Washington, D.C., September, 1965.
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to seriously challenge. To demonstrate the dimensions and impact

of this development it is necessary to discuss the former group
alignments on the issue of federal aid, the nature of the new alliance
in 1965, the basis of the new coalition, and the extent to which

the proponent victery can be expl;ined in political interest group

. tem.

V. Former GroupAAliggments

"y

One of the ..storical characteristics of the movement for
federal support of education is the variety of interest group coalitions {
for and against the various prcposals which have been presented to
the national legislature. Throughout the twentieth century several
groups have altered their position on the basic Question of federal
involvement in education, while others have alternasted between supporting
or opposing federal aid proposals depending upon the details of specific
bills. Among the major groups which are included in the former cate-

gory are the Daughters of the American Revolution, the National Catholic

Welfare Conference, the American Legion, and the American Farm Bureau,
The Daughters of the American Revolution voted in 1921 and

1922 to endorse both a U.S. Department of Education and the distri-
bution of federal aid to stateg for educational. purposes., However,
late in the 1920's the D.A.R. began to shift its position on federal
aid and other issues as its ideological ‘nterests gravitated toward

k. fighting the "communist menace" in America, By the post-World Var

B II period, the D.A.R. was strongly oppesed to the expansion of the

Federal goverament and a staunch opronent of federal aid to education.l? -

12

OE. Cito. ppo 29-310

Martha Strayer, The D.A.R.: An Informal Histo (Washing- Lt
ton, D.C.s Public Arfairs Press, 1958). Also see Munger and Fenno, ol
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What may be referred 30 as the Catholic viewpoint on
federal aid to education is pot alvays easy to identify because it
has shifted cver time and has varied from individual to individual
and from one Catholic orggnization to another. However, thg organiza=~
tion whiéh.repreaents-Catholicwﬁishops, the Nation?l Catholic Welfare
bonference, and its policies have generaliy been considered to be
the most importent index to the Catholic position on the issue of
federal aid. From 1919 to 194k the N.C.W.C. officially cpposed
federal aid to education basically on the grounds that the acceptance
of federal funds would eventually necessitate the acceptance of federal
control over Catholic schools. Presumably, the increased fiscal
strain experienced by Catholics in their efforts to maintein a Catholic
education system overshadowed the fear of federal control because
during the postwar period the N.C.W.C. has altered its view on the
issue., Monsignor Ffederick G. Hockwalt, speaking for the N.CuWoCo,
indicated the revised position in the 1935 congressional hearings when
he indirectly endorsed the principle of federal aid by declaring that
no federal aid program would be acceptable to Catholies which excluded
some form of assistance for private schools.13 The N.C.W.C. has been
Joined in this position by the National Council of Catholic Men,
the National Council of Cathclic Women, and the Citizens for Educational
Freedom, the la‘ter a nonsectarian organization although Catheolics

constitute a majority of the membership.

13senate Committee an Education and Labor, Federal Aid for
Education, T9th Congress, lst Session (1945), pp. 302=:0L. An analysis

of the developmeni of this position may be found in Seymour Paul Loch=
man, The Church-State Issue ag Reflected In Federal Aid to Education

Bills, 1937-1950 (unpublished doctoral dissertation, New York University,
1963). |
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Both the American Legion and the Americsn Farm Bureau
supported federal aid for education through the 1930's and 19L0's.
Since the early 1950's, however, both orgenizations have shifted

their views on federal aid to strike e more harmonious elignment

- with their legislative ally, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. By

1958 the delegatec to the National Convention of the American Legion
had unanimously voted to direct their officials

« « » to present the pcs.tion of the American Legion .o the
Congress of the United States and to vigorously oppose any

and all legislation before the Congress that seeks to impair,
erode or destroy independent and complete state control over
public education or which makes appropriations, loans, grants-
- in-aid, gifts or use of Federal funds or financing either
direct or indirect for gemeral public education or school
construction . , . .1

At that time the Farm Bureau had arrived at a similar position
which was expressed by the Bureau's Assistant Legislative'Director,

John Datt, before the House Committee. iHe stated:

The Farm Bureau has opposed any temporary progranm and

is vigorously opposed to any permanent program of Federal
aid for school construction . . . . In our opinion the

instigation of Federal aid to education in the form of
assistance for school facilities may acigally be a great
disservice to our public school system,

In sum, over the years the advocates of federal aid have
witnessed the disesseocation from their ranks of three major groups

and have been Joined by the Catholic organizations which faver school

aid on conditional grounds.

thenate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, Grants for

School Construction and Teachers' Salaries, 85th Congress, 2nd Session.
1958), p. 1C2.

15House Committee on Educaticn and Labor, Federal Grants to

States for Fducation, 85ta Congress, 2nd Session (1958), p. L32.
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The presentation of clear-cut group alignments on the
issue of aid is complicated further by the fact that the specific
features of any bill, particularly as they rélate to aid for segregated
and non-pudblic schools, has resulted in varicus groupings., For |
example, the Netional Association for the Advancement of the Colored
People has supported general school ald, but has opposed any bill
which fails to stipulate tha* funds are barred to segregated schools.,
Similarly, e host of rekigious organizations have supported federal
aid, but have been opposed to the distribution of funds to private
and parochial schools., This category includes the American Jewish
Congress, the Beptist Joint Committee on Public Affairs, the National
Association of Evangelicals, the National Lutheran Church, the Pro-
testants and Other Americans United for Separation of Church and
State, ana the Unitarian Fellowship for Social Justice, In additionm,
the largest educators' organization, the Natioral Education Association,
has also resisted aid to non-public schools as have a number of other
non-religious groups. The Catholic groups idegtified above have
opposed these groups and have argued against any bill which does not
include assistance for private schools.

The fact that tuese varistions exist does not mean that
it is impossible to identify the combination of groups that have been
for or against federal aid, but it does indicate that caution must
be used in assessing the stability of the factions., This taken into
consideration, the summary listing below indicates the najor interest

groups which have generally taken a consistent stance on the issue

during most of the post-World War II period,




R T TR I AR T

Oy 3 g o N 52

a7

The major organizations which have supported federal

aid for education are:
American Association of

National Edvcation
Association® University Women

AF1~CIO and its af=- Americans for Democratic
filiates Action

American Federation National Farmers' Union
of Teachers#®*

Council of Chief American Parents Committee
State School Of-
ficcrst

National Congress of American Veterans Committee

Parent-Teachers
American Association National Association for
of University Pro- the Advancement of the
fessors » Colored People (only
to nonsegrecated schools)

¥Although supporters of federal aid these groups
have indicated opposition to aid for non-public

schools,

Those which have been »pposed imclude:
U.S. Chamber of Commerce Investment Bankers Asgo-
ciation of America

Council of State Chambers American Fearm Bureau

of Commerce

Netiional Association American Legion

of Manufacturers
Southern State . Indus=- Daughters of the American
trial Council : Reveclution

National School Boards
Association (opposed
since 1961)

The following religious organizations have supported general federal

aid, but without funds for non-pudlic schcols:




88
American Jewish Congress Netional Lutheran Church

Baptist Joint Committee Protestants and Other

on Public Affairs Americens United for

’ Separation of Churzh

and State
National Council of Unitarian Fellowship for
Churches Social Justice

Nationel Association of
Evangelicals

The following groups have supported school aid only if non-public
schools are also assisted:

Nationsl Cathclic Welfare Conference

National Council of Catholic Men

National Council of Catholic Women

Citizens for Educeztional Freedom

Those organizations which have actively pushed for federal
aid have placed their demands in the context discussed in Chapter II.
They have stressed such factors as the enrollment explosion, the
classroom and teacher shortage, the fiscal strain on state and local
governments, the superior ta: base of the Federal governrent, and the
national stakes in a sound ecucation system,

The groups which sre opposed to federal school eid-have taken
exception tc this reasoning and have argued that the so-called "educa-
tion crisis® has been vastly overstated. They point to the fact that
while school enrollment between 1950-51 and 1960-61 increased by LL.4
per cent the number of teachers increased by 51.9 per cent, thft

classroom teacher salaries increased T0 per cent during the same time

period, and that between 1950-60 new classrooms were built at the




annuel rate of 67,360, or 7,360 over the needs projected by
edncational authcrities.lé

Secondly, they have meinteined that public education is
not a federal responsibility. The sphere of federal services and
functioas should be limited to those matters which can be handled
only by the Federal government.l! ”

Thirdly, federal aid would eventually lead to federal
control of education,

Federal subsidies mean Federal decisions about school
problems which should be left to States or their comunities
to make . . . . While the present Congress may deny most
sincerely any “ntention of Federal °takeover' in e¢ducation,
subsequent Congresses will find that both more ngeral
money and more Federal direction are necessaryel

And fipally, the foes of aid have asserted that in contrast
to the fiscal capacity of state-local governments,

the Federal Government is in a precarious financial situation,
as evidenced by the balance of payments problem, the impending
budget deficit which threatens further the domestic ard inter-
national integrity of the dollar, the enormous public debt, and
the crushing Federal tax rates. These factors point to the
conclusion that the Federal Government should be retrenching,
rather than extending, its financial commitments,l9

lGThese statistics were used by the National Association of
Manufacturers before the Senate Committee in 1961, See U.S. Senate
Canmittee on Education and Labor, Public School Assistance Act of
1961, 8Tth Congress, 1st Session (1961 s PP. 375-3T6. '

1T1via,
lBIncluded in testimony of U.S. Chamber of Commerce. See

House Committee on Education and Labor, Federal Aid to Schools,
8Tth Congress, 1st Session (1961), pp. 282 end 285,

19rrom 1961 testimony of National Association of Manufacturers,
OE. Citog P 371". - ¢
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It is clear that neither set of arguments iz more "correct"

than the other, but that they are different perspectives on the

it would appear from past results that the opponents of school aid i
have presented the more persussive case to the national legisleture.
In this sense, the proponent decision to shift the area of discussion
Vo ald for the disadvantaged was well-advised since it introduced !
8u additional perspective on "educational problems" and federal aid
which the opposition was less prepared (or willing) to dispute.

+ This shift in rationale, however, was not enough in itself
to alter significantly the previous group alignments on the issue
of aid to non~-public schools. An additional modification of past

|

|

|
same question. If other decision-making influences are held constant,

|
proposals was necessary if the church-state issue was to be cvercome

in 1965.

In prior years, the groups on both sides of the religioﬁs
question developed involved arguments to support their respective
positions. Those organizations which argued for some form of assistance

a to non-public schools reasoned that private and parochial schools

perform the public functionsof educating about 7,000,000 students
(in 1961) and fulfilling the State requirements of compulsory education.
Therefore, they deserve an equal or equivalent share of any aid the

Federal government might provide for public schools,20

20The arguments for aid to non~-public schools are derived

See particularly the 1961 congressional hearings referred to .previously.

Also see Neil G. McCluskey (S.J.), Catholic Viewpoint on Education
(Garden City: Hanover Hovse, 1959).

i' from the testimony of the groups identified in the above list.
|
|
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In addition, those groups supporting aid to private schools
poiat ©o the fact that the "education crisis" involving classroom
and teacher shortages which exists in public schools is also prevalent
in non-public schools. All the parents who desire to send their
children to parochial schools are not able to do so because the
schools cannot accommodate them,

Since both school systems perform necessary functions and
are confronted with similar problems, to aid one at the exclusion
of the other is to engage in discrimination. To make federal aid
available to only public schools would hinder considerably the ability
of the private schcols to maintain comparable standards and eventually
would result in the termination of the private school system. Such
an occurrence would be an injustice to both parents and private
school students since it would limit their freedom of choice concerning
education which is constitutionally guara.nteed.21

Another form of injustice would be performed by excluding
private schools from a federal aid program. It would put an additional
end undue economic strain on those parents who are taxed to support
the public schools, which by reason of comscience, their children
do not attend, and who have willingly taxed themselves again to
support a non-public school system. According to a spokesman represente

ing the Citizens for Educationel Freedom:

2lrne reference here is to the cese of Pierce V. Society of
Sisters, 1925, in which the Supreme Court ruled that the government
may not reserve educetional functions to public schools and forbid
education by private institutions meeting the standaxrds prescribed
by law for public schools. See U.S. Senate, Constitutionality of
Federal Alid to Education in Its Various Aspects, 8Tth Congress, lst
Session (1961), Document No. 29.
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Aid to public school children only would place a
further double burden on private schcol parents, and force )
them to sacrifice more and more Jjust to keep up with a public
system buttressed by Federal funds. Congress must consider
that®there is a breaking point for the private school parents.22
Finally, those associations which favcr sssistance to non-
public school students argue that it does not vitdlate the principle
of separation of church and state. They stress the fact that tpe
Supreme Court has not explicitly ruled against the practice of the
Federal government aiding individual private school children and
cite the GI Bill of Rights and the National Defense Education Act of
1958 as precedents for providing aid to individual students who may
attend the school of their choice, public or otherwise.
These arguments have been vigorously challenged by the
groups which have protested against the provision of federal funds
to private and parochial schools. The basic propasition underpinning
their position is that such aid would definitely violate the separation
of church-state principle as set forth in the opening words of the | ’
First Amendment to the Constitution which states: "Congress shall
make no law respecting the establishment of religion or prohibiting
the free exercise thereof." They maintain that federal support for !
non~-public schools would be inconsistent with the no "establishment"

clause and thus unconstitutional. To buttress this view they refer

to three court cases: Everson v. Board of Education in 1947, McCollum

V. Board of Education in 1948, and Zorach v. Clauson in 1952, all

of which ruled that the government may not finance religious schools o»

SUCTCUNA S MRV e

22pyblic School Assistance Act of 1961, p. 125k.
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religious education. Writing for the majority in the Everson
case, Justice Black stated a view which is often cited in this
context: "No tax in any amount, large or small, can be levied
to support any religious activities or institutions, whatever they
ma) be called, or whatever form they mey adopt to back or practice
religion."23
The opponents of aid to non-public schools argue further

that the lack of federel assistance does not infringe upon religious
or educational liberty nor does it constitute discriminaticn against
private school parents and children. They maintain that

it is one thing to say that religious liberty forbids

the Government from closing down church schocls, “as

the Oregon Legislature sought to do in the Pierce case;

it is samething entirely different to say that religious

liberpy gkso requires the Government to firance the

schools.
Concerning the Catheolic accusation of discrimination, the counter
charge is made that it would be discrimination indeed to tax all
citizens to suppcrt schools which are not open to all students.

Additional grounds are also used to oppose the claims of

private and parochial schools for federal funds. The National Council
of Churches, for example, has sffirmed that any substantial aid to
non-public schoois carries with it at least three dengers:

l. Those seeking to avoid desegregated public schools might

attempt to establish segregated private schools with public funds.

23Quoted in Constitutiocnality cf Federal Aid to Education \é |
in Its Various Aspects, p. 12, =

2h8tatement by & representative of the American Jewish
Congress in Federal Aid to Schools, p. 970.
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2. Such aid would Ve used as a precedent for more direct
and more substantial forms of aid to parochial schools, thus diverting
rather than increaging the already inadequate resources available for
public schools,

3. This type of aid would, therefore, tead to encourage
the development and expansion of several competing systems of sectarian
schools . . . whose practicel results would be the shattering of the

American public school system.25

VI. Religion and the 1961 Confrontation

Prior to 1965 the advocates of these coaflicting views on
aid to non-public schools clashed "head-on" during the 1961 effort
to enact the Kennedy Administration education bills.26 As a presi-
dential candidate John F. Kennedy had endorsed federal aild for education,
both for school construction and teacher salaries, on many occasions,
‘ Hovwever, he also stressed thet he favored aid for public schools
oaly and was opposed to providing funds to parochial schools. As
the second Catholic candidate for the Presidency in American history,
Kennedy recognized the political necessity of explicitly expressing

his views on the proper relationship between church and state, He

25Ibid., pe 395.

261?‘01' en excellent case study of this topic see Hugh Douglas
Price, "Race, Religion and the Rules Committee: The Kennedy Aid-to-
Education Bills," in Alan F. Westin, ed., The Uses of Powér (New York: .
Harcourt, Brace, and World, Inc., 1961), pp. 1-Tl. Also see the 5
Congressional Querterly Almenac (Washington, D.C.: 1961), pp. 210-23k,
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was presented with an important opportunity to respond to critics
when he was invited to appear before the Ministerial Associaticn of
Eouston, Texas, to discuss the religious issue on September 12, 1960.
On that occasion he stated:
I believe in ar America where the separation of church
and 3tate is sbsolute--where no Catholic prelate would tell
the President (should he be Catholic) how to act, and no
Protestant minister would tell his parishioners for whom to
vote--where no church or church school is gresnted any public
funés or polisical preferences,.27
His statements certainly did not satisfy all the reservations of
all Protestants, but they did provide Catheclics with additional evidence
thet John Kennedy as President would be obligated to maintain_the status
quo ¢ca church-state relations.

Following the election, President-elect Kennedy established
geverai advisory task forces to study certain substantive aress,
including education. The Education Task Force Report was made public
on J#nuary 6, i961. Included among the recommendations was a proposal.
to initiate a program of general federal suppert for elementary and
secandary public schools which would entail general aid of $30 per
year for each pupil in average daily attendance, sn additional $20
per child for states with personal income per student below TO per
cent of the national average, and also an added $20 per pupil in the
public schools of cities with a population over 300,000, In total
the program would amount to about $1.5 billion, nane of which would

be available to non-public school students.

2
7New York Times, September 13, 1960, p. 22.
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Needlezs to say the task force recommendations were not

viewed with enthusiasm by Catholic leaders. The proposed elemen-

tary and sec...dary program was strongly attacked by Cardinal Francis

Spellman of New York City who declared in part:

I believe and I state that these recommendations are
unfeir to most parents of the nation's 6,800,000 parcchial
and privaete school children. Such legisletion would discrime
inate agminst a multitude of America's children because their
parenis choose to exercise their constitilicnal right to educate
them in accordance with their religious beliefs.

I cannot believe that Congress would enaet a program of
financial assistance and secondary education unless 2ll children

were granted equal educational privileges, regardless of the
school they attend.

By denying this measure of equality to church-ielated school
children and their parents, the task force proposals are blatantly
discriminating against thgm, depriving thex of freedom of mind
and freedom of religion.2

The Cardinal's statement may have signalled rough going for
Presiident Kennedy's education legislation, but it did not alter the
latter's announced position on the issue of aid to non-public schools.,
This became evident on February 20th when the President presented
his special message on education to Congress. In it he recommended
& three-year program of general federal assistance for public elementary
and secondary classroom construction and teachers' salaries
which amounted to about half that proposed by the task force report,

On the crucial question of parochial schools, he stated:

28%ev York Times, January 18, 1961, p. l. This was not
the first time that Cardinal Spellman became involved in & contro-
versy over school aide During the 1949 congressional consideration
of the Barden Bill, which excluded any aid for private schools, Cardinal
Spellman and Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt became involved in & well publicized
conflict over the issue. A discuss of this dispute mey be found in
Seymour Locm. UE. Cj_.to
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In accordsnce with the clear prohibition of the
Constituti n, no elementary or secondary school funds are
allocated for constructing church schools or paying church
school teachers' salaries, and thus non-~public school
children are rightfully not counted in determining the
funds each State will receive for its public schools.2?

Reaction to the President's message was predictable; a

spokesman for Protestants and Other Americans United for Separetion
of Church and State approved the President's stance: "We congratulate
the President for declaring that direct Federal aid to church schools
at the elementary and secondary levels is unconstitutional." Catholic

leaders, of course, viewed the situation much differentYy. On March

Archbishop Karl J. Atter, Chairman of the Administrative Board

of the National Catholic Welfare Conference, indicated the position

of the Catholic hierarchy in the following marner:

1. The question of whether or not there ought to be
Federal aid is a Judgement to be based on objective economic
facts connected with the schools of the country and conse-

.quently Catholics are free to take a position in accordance

with the facts.

2. In the event that there is Federal aid to educetion
we are deeply convinced that in justice Catholic school
children should be given the right to participate.

3. Respecting the form of participation, we hold it to
be strictly within the framework of the Constitution that
leng-tern, low-interest loans to private institutions could
be part of the Federal aid program. It is proposed, therefore,
than an effort be made to have an amendment to this effect
attached to the bill.

L. In the event that a Federal aid prograu is enacted
which excludes children in private schools, these children
will be victims of diseriminatory legislation. There will
be no alternative but to oppose such discrimination.?o

The concluding sentence: implied rather clearly that if

Congress refused to authorize the suggested loans to pas'ochial schools,

29New York Times, February 21, 1961, p. 1.

3ONew York Times, March 3, 1961, p. 18.
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the bishops would seek to defeaﬁ the entire federel aid program.

The adoption of such a posture, to put it mildly, discourages
consensus building, & quality which the movement for federal aid

to education has clearly lacked. The religious controversy surround-
ing the 1961 legislation is a good example of why this has been so.

It is evident from the above ;hat the lines of cohflict
concerning school aid in 1961 were dra;n well before the respective
House and Senate committees began deliberations on the proposed
legislation. In Tact, the hearings did little to alter the situation.
On the third day of the Senate hearings, March llth, the case against
parochial school aid, in the form of low-interest loans or any other
manner, was forcefully delivered by spokesmen representing the Baptist
Joint Committee on Public Affairs, the Americen Jewish Congress, and
Protestants and Other Américans United for Separation of Church and
State. C. Stanley Lowell, associate director of the latter organiza-
tion, presented the most vigorous opposition by reading from an

editorial published by the Christian Century, a leading Protestant

publicacion.

Cardinal Spellman has not changed his mind. His aim
is still to compel Protestants, Jews, and others to support
a whclly controlled function of the Roman Catholic Church.
The compulsion lies in the use of taxing powers of the
Federal government to raise funds for Catholic schecols. He
has given us fair warning, so he should have our answver.
American Prctestants will never pay taxes to support Catholic
schools. We will oppose enactment of laws which reguire such
payments. If Congress is pressured into enacting such laws,
wve will contest them ir *he courts. ' If the zourts reverse
themselves and declare such laws constitutional, we will still
refuse to pay these taxes, paying whatever price is necgisary
to preserve religious liberty in a pluralistic society.

3lpyblic School Assistance Act of 1961, p. 489. It is inter-
esting to compare the tone of this statement with statements made in

the same periodical durin, 1965. For somewhat milder statements see the
issues of the Christian Century for February 1T, 1965; February 24, 1965;

and March 24, 1965.
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Two days later Cardinal Spellman, in response to inquiries

concerning "whetuer [he] desired to modify or clarify [his] views

from his New York COffice. The Cardinal made it plain thut he was

in light of recent developments," issued an additional statement
|
l
"st1ll opposed to any program of Federal aid that would penalize a }

multitude of America's children" because their parents choose to enroll

them in parcchial schools. He commended President Kennedy for his
interest in education and equitable proposals in the field of higher
education, but ne maintained "the administration's proposal in the ,%
field of elementary and secondary schools is not fair and equitable."

The Cardinal concluded that:

Since equitable alternatives are available, the enact- |
ment of a program of Federal aid for the children of our fj
Nation that would exclude those attending private and church- 5
related schools would be a great injustice. '

The testimony by the representative of the N.C.W.C., Monsignor

Hockwalt, was similar in tone. After reviewing the extent of the

parochial school system in the nation and its complementary role
and similar problems related to the public school system, the Monsignor

presented tue well-known case for aid to non-public schools. He posed

the question, "What can be done for the privete schcols and in parti- }

cular the parochial school?” He provided the following answer:

We have the courageous example of Government aid to
our colleges without discrimination. My petition today
points up the need to grant similar assistance to the _
elementary and secondary schools by vay of long-term, low- ‘
interest rate loans, with the interest rate comptted on an ’
arnual basis. To grant Federal assistance to only part of 5
the American educational effort is to deny to the other parts N

3New York Times, March 14, 1961, p. 21.
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the chance to grov. In fact, it hinders parents in that
#ree choire of education which is essentially theirs,33

Senator Morse, Ctairman of the Senate Committee, cozxmended
the Monsignor on his stetement and ther made & suggestion which added
the possibility, although not great, of working out a compromise on
the whole issue. He suggested the creation of & task force composed
of Senators and Representatives of both parties which would attempt
to determine the best procedural course to pursue in regard to handling
the issue of aid tc parochial schools. "They can at least give us
the recommendation as to whether or not separate legislatiocn should
be submitted in handling this matter."

In response, Monsignor Hockwalt pointed out the obvious
reservation from the Catholic perspective. He stated:

I have a feeling that one measure would pass in this

Congress, the Federal aid as such. I have a feeling that
a second measure, which would provide for our schools,
"wouldn't have much of a chance., So I am being very frank
with you. Therefore, it seems to us that cur welfare should
be considered in tandem with the nistration bill in some
fashion so that that can be done.”
This strategy of detaching the parochial school issue from the basic
education bill became the key theme of subsequent developments.

Much of the testimony before the House Committee was a
repeat of what had transpired in the Senate and did little to modify
the entrenched stance of the major contenders, thus underscoring the

need for fresh ideas if the Kennedy bill was to be given a reasanable

chance for passage. It was obvious that the Administration®s initial

33public School Assistance Act of 1961, p. 935.
341pid., p. 937.
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attempt to diemiss the whole question on grounds of constitutionality
was ineffective and that some kind of alternate approach was needed.
Two stabs at resolving the situation were made in the
following weeks. In the Senate, Senators Joseph S. Clark (D., Pa.)
and Morse introduced a "Private School Construction Loan Aet" which
would authorize forty year loans, at a low interest rate, for non-
public aschools to construct classroom facilities., In the House,
Representative Herbert Zelenko (D., N.Y.) introduced a bill which
contained the Administration's public school program in addition to
& proposal for grants to non-public schools for science, mathematics,
and modern foreign languages classrooms. (Under Title III of the
National Defense Education Act of 1958 the government was euthorized

to lend funds to private schools for the purchase of equipment in these
three fields,)

Although reasonable attempts, neither bill approached the )
heart of the dilemma and both were consequently shelved. Parochial w
school propcnents were still reluctant to endorse a separate bill
and the Administration was still against including public school aid
and parochial school assistance in the same bill.

The Zelenko proposal was not acceptable due to the above, |
but it did suggest a possible path to compromise., Since many of
the programs under the N.D.E.A. were due for extension in June, 1962,
why .not tie the parozﬁial school classroom loans in with the extension

of N.D.E.A.? This would provide parochial school supporters & Letter

chance of achieving their goals than they would have in a separate

new bill and it would not threaten the fortune of the Kennedy legislation.
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Apparently, this kind of thinking vecame attractive within
influential circles because on April 25 President Kennedy sent a message
to Congress which formally requested the extension and expansion of
the N.l.E.A. Although the President did not explicitly mention
adding loans for non-public schools to construct special classroomns,

e he did say that it would be appropriate for Congress to consider
adding other proposals to his draft legislaxion.35 In other words,

if Congress wanted to amend the N.D.E.A. ©¢0 include loans for parocnial
school classrooms it appeared that the Administretion would not object.

By late April, then, the prospects of school aid legislation
began to brighten. During the early weeks of May the respective
congressional committees reported the public school bill and on May
16, the Senate began debates. The bill passed the Senate on May
25, 1961, as had others during the postwar period. The real challenge
would be presented in the House which had passed only one general
‘ school aid bill since 1670.30

There is no doubt that the House presents a more hazardous
Journey for legislse* on than the Senate. Superimposed over such
factors as the re _.ve homogeneity of the constituency of many
House members and the short term of office, both of which tend to
restrict the capacity for compromise, are the structural characteristics

of the House which mske it necessary for legislation tc pass through

PNew York Times, April 27, 1961, p. 1. For a discussion
- of this strategy see Theodcce Sorensen, Kennedy (New York: Herper
& Row, 1965), pp. 359-362.

36

The House passed a bill in 1960 which differed from the

Senate version. The House Rules Committee failed to al.ow a confer-
ence and the bill died. This event is discussed in Chapter V.
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tvo additional obstructions before enactment. In the Senate a success-
ful bill moves through four stages. The advocates of legislation
must secure: first, committee hearings on the bill; second, committee
sessions to discuss the bill; third, a positive report by the committee;
and finally, a favorabie vote on the floor. However, in the House,
once a bill has been granted committee approval it must also obtain
a "rule" from the Committee on Rules which permits consideration of
the bill on the House floor and establishes the conditions of debate.
If a rule is granted, the bill is also subjected to debate and amend-
ments by the "Committee of the Whole." In terms of membership the
Conmittee of the Whole is identicsal with the House, but in operating
procedures there are important differences--the most crucial being
that votes are nct officially recorded on changes proposed for the
pending legiclation. Consequently, before & measure is considered
on the floor of the House it may be altered considerably by action
of the Committee of the Whole.

After the public school bill was favorably reported by the
House Cammittee on Education and Labor, the next step confronting
its supporters was to get the Chairman of the Rules Committee, Howard
Smith (D., Va.), to schedule hearings on granting & rule. Then they
would be faced with convincing at least eight of the fifteen members
of the Rules Ccomittee to vote for a rule on the bill.

While maneuvering for a rule was being conducted, the Education
and Labor subcommittees met Jointly on June 1 to begin hearings on
amendrents to the N.D.E.A., including lcans for special classrooms

for non-public schools. It soon became evident, however, that the
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Administration was not particularly enxious to support aid to

parochial schools, even in this torm.37 The Commissiorer of .Education,

Dr. Sterling McMurrin, did not take an official stand on the proposals

and Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfere Ribicoff ard the

President were evasive on the issue. In addition, it became clear

that the chances of the N.D.E.A. amendments (if approved by the

Jjoint committee, and they eventually were) being given a rule were

not good. It could be reasonably assumed that Chairman Smith and

Willism Colmer (D., Miss.) would join the five Republican members

of the Rules Committee to oppose granting a rule. This meant that

all of the eight remaining members (all Democrats) would have to

support the legislation. However, three were Southern Methodists

vwho were reported’y under pressure to oppose parcchial school aid.38
To complicate matters further, at least for ihe proponents

of public school aid, cormittee members James Delaney (D., N.Y.)

and Thomas O'Neill (D., Mass.), both Catholics, announced that they

would not support & rule for the Administration's scaocol bill until

the N.D.E.A. parochial school provisions were also ready for ihe

floor. This threat became & reality on June 20 when Delaney and O'Neill

Joined Smith and Colmer plus the five Republicans to support a motion

that no hearings for a rule on the public school bill be held until the

parochial schoel bill was also before the Rules Committee.39

37This reluctance was not unrelated to Kennedy's thoughts
of re-election in 1964. See Price, op. cit., pP. 61-64, and Sorensen,
OE. Cito. ppo 361"‘3650

38The three members were Carl Elliott, (D., Ala.), Homer
Thornberry (D., Tex.), and James W. Trimble (D., Ark.). See Congressional
Quarterly Almanac (Washington, D.C.: 1961), p. 21k.

" 39ongressional Quarterly Weekly Report, June 23, 1961, p. 1032.
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A veek later the N.D.E.A. measure was reported from committee
by a vote of rineteen to eleven. Its future prospects, however, did
not appear promising. The minority views included in the report attacked
the bill as a transparent effort to provide federal aid for non-puhlic
schools instead of a measure to improve the quality of N.D.E.A.

Matters culminated on July 18. On that day the public
school and N.D.E.A. bills were avaiting rules, as was the President's
ald to higher education bill. A few days earlier Congressman Delaney
expressed the view that all three bills should be killed and a new
"nondiscriminatory” measure be drafted to permit federal grants to
parents of children attending public or non-public schools. There-
fore, it came as no great surprise when Deleney voted with Smith,‘
Colmer, and the five Republicans of the Rules Committee to table
all three education bills. The motion to reconsider the decision
was voted down by the same eight to seven alignment thus killing
education legislation for 1961.0

The intensity of conflict surrounding the 1961 school aid
bills certainly did not appear at the time to improve the feasibility
of enacting future aid to education legislation. lue battleAitself
and the cutcome seemed to only solidify the conflicting views of
the major religious and non-religious groups involved. The 1961

action pointed out the absolute necessity of resolving the church-

hoCongressionalgua.rteg.;Ly Weekly Report, July 21, 1961, p.
1270. It was possible, of course, to bring the legislation to the
flcor via one of the three procedures available for circumventing
the Rules Committee: the use of a discharge petition, & "suspension
of the rules," or the use of "calendar Wednesday." In fact, the
Administration did take a last fling and preeented a limited school
construction bill via "calendar Wedresday." A roll call vote on
whether te cconsider the bill was 242 opposed and cnly 170 in favor.
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state question if the proponents of federal aid for education were
to realize their objJective. For the supporters of school aid in

1965, 41

the devising off an acceptable formula to deal with this
issue would be & prerequisite for any earnest attempt to pass

legislation.

VII. The New Coalition

The first indications concerning the kind of approach the
Johnson Administration was planning to employ in terms of the churche
state issue began to filter to the general public a few days before
the President's State of the Union Message, which was to be delivered
on January b4, 1965.

A report in the New York Times on January 2 steted that

Administration sources revealed that the President had some time in the
past sounded out a number of Representatives and Senators on the
religious question. He found the consensus was that a bill to provide
general aid for teachers' salaries and school construction limited

to public schools would once agein be stalled by those also advocating
aid to parochial and private schools. In response to this finding
(and no doubt the memory of the 1961 action), the Administration had
reportedly developed an educational proposal that would include
assistance to private school students by utilizing the “shared-time"
concept, the provision of grants for the purchase of instructional
material, and the esteblishment of community supplementary educational

centers open to all students.ha

thhe school aid effort of 1961 hed created such a high degree
of conflict that the proponents of aid did not make another serious
effort to push general aid legislation agein until 1965.

“2New York Times, Jenuary 2, 1965, p. 1.
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Although the President alluded publicly to his position
on the church-state question in his State of the Union Message
by stating "we will aid public schools serving low-income families

and assist students in both public and private schools," it was not

o until he delivered his education message to Congress on January 12

e ——————

that the means for aiding private school students were explicitly

and officially outlined. From the message and the subsequent legis-

lative draft of the Elementary and Secondary Education bill that was

presented for congressional consideration, it became apparent that

P L e

three of the titles included prowvisions for assisting both public

and non-public school students.

3

Under Title I, Financiali Assistance to Educational Agencies
for the Education of Children of Low-Income Families, grants would
be allocated to school districts where 3 per cent of the elementexy
and secondary students, or & minimum of 100 children, were from

families with annual incomes under $2,000. As indicated earlier,

o v

fuads made available under this provision were to be utilized to

develop progrems to meet the special needs { educationally deprived

.-
P ———

children. In the process of establishing and executing programs the

local educational agency would be required to take into consideration

the number of educationally deprived studerts attending private schools
in the area and make provision for including special educational

services and arrangements (such as dual enrollment, educational radio ‘t

vhich such children could participate. The emphasis here was on intro-

ducing or increusing, depending on the history of the particular school

-

and televisibn, and mobile educational services and equipment) in l
|
|
|
|
|
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district, "ghared-time" educational experiences in which both
puvblic and privetc school children wouuwd be involved.

Title II, School Library Resources, Textbooks, end Other
Instructional Materials, would authorize a five-year program to
make available for the use of school children library resources
and other instructicnal material, including textbtooks, to improve
educational quality in the schools. Although the materials pwichased
with federal funds could not be used for sectarian instruction or 1eliglous
worship, they would be provided "for the use of children and teachers
in public and private elementary and secondary schools." The materials
to be made aveilable under this provision for use by private school
students would be required to be the same as those used or approved
for use in the public schools of the state. In the event that no state
agency was legally authorized tc distribute the provided materials
to non-public schools, the Federal Commissioner of Education would
errange for direct provision of the material and pay the cost out
of that state's allotment.

-

Private and parochial school students would also benefit

from the provisions of Title ITI, Supplementary Educational Centers

and Services. This title would establish a five-year program to

provide )
vitally needed educational services not available in
sufficient quantity or quality, and to stimulate and
assist in the development and establishment of exem- ]
plary elementary and secondary school educational programs '
to serve as models for regular school programs.

Under this title a variety of services could be provided, such as:

counseling, remedial instruction, and school health, physical education,
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recraation, psychological and social work services designed to aid
individuals snter, romain in, or re-enter educational programs; aca-
demic services and counseling for continuing adult education; specialized
instruction and equipment for students interested in studying academic
subjects which are not taught in the loral schools; and making avail-
able modern educational equipment and specially qualified personnel,
including artists and musicians, on a temporary basis to public and

other nonprofit schools, organizations, and institutions.

The planning of such programs would require the participation
of state educational agenclies, institutions of higher education, non-
profit private schools, and public and nonprofit private agencies such
as libraries, ‘seuns, musical and artistic organizations, educational
radio and television, and other cultural and educational resources,
Additionally, the programs must provide for participation by students
enroiled in nonprofit private schools.43

Althoug). the President's program did not furnish direct funds
for private and parochial schools (as the construction loans requested
by Catholics in 1961 would have), it did offer them participatioa in
developing some of the programs ancl made it compulsory that non-public
school students be given an opportunity to share in the educational
materials and services provided under the relevant titles of the
legislation, The wital question, of course, centeroed on the extent
to which these arrangements were sufficient snough to at least partially
satisfy the Cathclic demand for equal treatment and at the same time

43Senate Committee on Lator and Publie Welfare, Elementary

and_Secondary Education Act of 1965, 89th Congress, lst Session
1965), 24-59,




did not venturs so beyond the separation of church-state principle
that they would produce vigorous opposition on the part of other
religious and nonreligioﬁs groups.

A partial answer to this question was provided on the very
day that the President delivered his education message. A statement
issued by Monsignor Hockwalt indicated thet the proposals had won
qualified support from the Catholic hisrarciry. Reacting to the
message, the Monsignor said:

The major purpose of the Fresident's message is to ™set
the educational needs of the children  This emphasis
the child, the student, I applaud. Priority is given to
children in areas of economic distress. This is as it should
be. Improving educational opportunities in areas nf rroven
need will best profit both the children and the Nation., 1
would urge, however, that consideration be given to other
resources available in those areas; namely, the private non-
profit schools. It should be emphasized repsatedly that the
beneficiaries of any 2id program should be the children wherever
their wants are found.

Of great significance is the fact that the President calls
for cooperation between the Nation's public and private schools.
"I have always considered the public and private school systems
of this country to be partners, not competitors in education.
Our experience in many ports of the country proves the grest
benefit that such a partnership can be to the children in
all schools. The administrationts suggestion tougxtend that
partnership poses a new challenge for educators.

This was not a strong endorserent of the President's attempt
to resolve the issue, but surely the Catheclics would not display
too much enthusiasm even if they were more pleased than indicated.

A public expression of compromise, not victory, was essential if the

possibility of repeating the 1961 conflict was to be minimized.

Miyew York Times, January 13, 1965, p. 21.
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On the same day of the President's message and Monsignor
Hoc'twaltt's statement, the National Education Association, an opponent
of private school aid,as issued a statement which approved the Admin-
istration's program as both realistic and “politically feasible"
and pledged to seek widespread support throughout the nation. The &T
position of the N.E.A. was expresscd by Robert E. McKay, Chairman of |
the N.E.A.'s Logislative Commission, who commented: '"We're encouraged
to beliove we're on the threshold of a major breakthro -h in Federal
support of education in this country." Asked about the church-state
issue, McKay said he saw no violation of the traditional separation ,1
of church and state in the President's program.46

Apparently, the timing and the substance of the sirmmltaneous

Individuals who were involved with the 1965 effort have indicated ‘
to this writer that the Administration (usually represented by Francis
Keppel) conducted a series of individual and joint meetings with

representatives of the National Catholic Welfare Council .=d the li

National Education Association du=*»ng the summer and fail of 1964

45N.E.A. policy states that it seeks federal suvnort of public
education if it adheres to, among others, the following vrinclples:
that expenditure of the federal funds be only for the purposes for
which the states and localities, under their constitutions and statutes, .
may expvend their own public education funds (Title II violatos this
principle); that tho legislation be consistent with the constitutional
provision respecting an establishment of religion and with the tradition L
of separation of church and state. N.E.A. Legislative Commission,

Federal Legislative Policy, 1965-1966 (Washington, D.C.: N.E.A., 1965)p. 7. K
4yoy York Times, January 13, 1965, p. 21.

statements issued by these two influential groups were not coincidental.
1
|
{
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to discuss "what kind of till would be acceptable to 2ll the major

Farties."” According to one interviewse, "this marked the first time

that the Council began to commnicate with the NEA." In view of

the above statements and consequent enactment of the proposal, the

cormunication totween the two groups and the Administration was

effective. Indeed, in reference to these meetings, one spokesman

went so far as to state: '"that by the tire the bill became public

the real battlo was already over."
One battle may have been over this early, but if the history

of the school aid movement contains a lesson it is that anything

conceivable can happen to an education bill before it reaches its

final destiny. If the Administration had successfully drafted a

proposal which gained prior approval of both the N.C.W.C. and the

N.BE.A., it was still confronted with the task of winning over, or -

at least neutralizing, some of the other major interest groups.47 ;
Some opponents of school aid to non-public schools (in any

form; warned irmediately that all would not run smoothly for the

1965 federal aid bili, Glenn L. Archer, Exccutive Director of the

Protestants and Other Americans, commented that the program would

"erode the United States tradition of separation of church and state.

The plan seeks to slink under, around and about the constitutional

W71t is also important to note that the American Federation
of Teachers had reversad its position on aid to parochial schools.
In November, 196U, the organization declared that it was in favor of
federal support for children "in every educational situation," including
private schools. New York Times, November 8, 1964, p. 42,

1
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of other religious and secular groups who were potential opponents,
such as the National Council of Churches, the Joirt Baptist, the
Jewish groups, and the Chamber of Commerce, was unpublicized and
probably would be expressed at the hearings which were due to begin
before the House General Subcommittee on Education on January 22,

On that day, backers of the Administration's bill received
additional support from an important center of powsr (at least
relative to federal aid for education) within the Congress. Repre-
sentative James Delaney, the Roman Catholic legislator who was instru-
mental in blocking President Kennedy's education program in the Rules
Cormittee during 1961, said in an interview that the "discriminatory"
aprroach of the Kennedy proposals for aid limited to public schools
had now been avoided by making ''the child, not the school, the be..s-
ficiary of the program.” However, Delaney also warned that should
the Houss Education and Labor Committse report a bill that failed to
include any aid for parochial schools, he would "be against :‘Lt."L!'9
This announcement made the proponent task clear: they would have
to advancé the bill through the committeeo stage essentially in tact
and resist amendments which would deplete parochial school assistance
and consequently endanger blockage of the bill once again at the Rules
junction of the legislative trek.

Although the House hearings began on Fridsy, January 22, it

was not until the following Monday that the first major interest group

®Brpid., Jamery 13, 1965, p. 21.

@Mmezr_tﬁm. February 5, 1965, p. 201.
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expressed its official views on H.R. 2362 before a congressional
~ommittee. Robert McKay, representing the 903,000 members of the
N.E.A., reaffirmed the organizsation's announced support of the bill.
McKay described the proposal as "realistic" and stated: "It gives
a practicable basis for resolving some of the thorny controversiss
which have surrounded earlier efforts to provide Fecderal support éf

edur:ation."sG

The witness enumerated tho principles which guide
N.E.A. policy on federal aid and then said: "The President's proposals
do not, in my opinion, violate these principles. In its approach and
emphasis the program has the wholehearted support of the National
Education Association." Representative Carl Peridns (D., Ky.), chair-
man of the subcormittee, asked: "Do you consider the dual enrollment
as contemplated in Title I or any other provisions in this bill in
violation of the constitutional provision for separation of church
and state?" McKay answered, "Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the NEAray I
express the firm conviction that this program in no way violates the
principle of separation of church and state."

This latter statement was challenged by Representative Charles
Goodell (R., N.Y.) on the grounds that MeKay did not understand the

jmplications of the bill,

Mr. GOODELL. That is fine. You made the point, but
I am not suro you have read the bill,
Have you read Title II?

Mr. McKAY. I have read the bill from cover to cover.

¥r. GOODELL. Do you understand what happens in states
that bar aild to privats schools under
Title II?

50

House Committee on Education and Lgbor, Aid to Elementa
and_Secondary Education, 89th Congress, lst Session (1965), p. 236
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Mr. McKAY. Perfectly.

Mr. GOCDELL. The aid will go directly to the private
school for textbooks approved by the public
school officials.

Mr. McKAY. That is not the way I read that provision,
Mr. Goodell.

Mr. GOODELL. How do you read it?

Mr. McKAY. I read it that the instructional material,

the library books, the other materialc will
go to the child.

Mr. GOODELL. We had testimony Jjust the other day from
the Administration thnat it is not to the
child, but it is to the school or to the
library, How do you give a library book
to the child?

The issue at point in this exchange was not satisfactnrily
resolved; Representative Goodell maintained that private schools would
be given direct aid and the N.E.A. official stressed the interpretation
that aid would go to the child, not to the school. 1In fact, this
emphasis on providing assistance {o the student not the private
school becomes, as will be indicated, the key theme that characterizes
the position taken by several other principal groups which in the
past opposed school aid to non-public schools.51

After the N.E.A. stated and defended its positicn, Thursday,
January 28, became the crucial day for the backers of school aid;
testimony in the morning would be given by the major Protestant
organizations and the afternoon hearings would include & spokesman

for the National Catholic Welfare Conference. Conceivably, this was

the day that could "make or break" “he school aid effort in 1965.

SlThe reasoning behind this principle may be traced to the case
of Everson v. Board of Education. In this casse a New Jersey law
authorized school districts to pay transportation costs of children going
to and fuom all nonprofit schools, with the district reimbursing parents
of children who use public trausit. In a five-to-four decision, the
Supreme Court ruled that the primary object of -he law was public safety,
not assistance to privete education, and it tierefore did not violate
the First Amendment. This has come to be known as the "child benefiti"
principle and was used repeatedly by groups in 1965 to Jusiify their
position.
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Arthur Flemming, former Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare in the Eisenhower Admiristration, was the first witness,
Flemming appeared as a representative of the National Council of
the Churches of Christ, an organization consisting of 3). member
communions with a combined membership of over 40,000,000, Reacting
to Title I, he said: '"We believe that it is a basically sound proposal.
We welcome it. We likewise wolcome the inclusion of the pending proposal
of the concept of 'dual school enrollment' or 'shared time.'" He
continued by stating:

I should underline tne fact that our support is for a

progran under which the Federal Government helps public

olementary and secondary schools to make some of their
facilities and other resources available to students fron

private schcols. A program for making Federal funds availe
able to the private schools would be opposed vigorously by
many of the member communions of the national council, As
the goneral board stated in 1961: We oppose grants from
Federal, State or loca% tax funds for non-mublic elementary
and secondary schools.”?

In reference to Titles II and III, Flemming expressed appreval
on the grounds that they were "designed to give assistance to students
as contrasted with assistance to private schools." However, he suggested
that the legislation be revised to insure that the resources made
available under these provisicns be administered by publie ﬁuthorities
and be retained as public property to be loaned, not granted, to
non-public schools. The over-all tone of Flemming's testimony was
reflected in his concluding remarks. He noted that the church--state

issue "has been one of the principal reoadblocks standing in the way"

of federal aid and a "divisive factor in the life of our Nation."

52p3d to Elementary and Secondary Education, pp. 736-764.
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He expressed the hope

that all concerned, both inside and outside of the Congress,
will analyze H.R. 2362 with the end in view of doing every-
thing possible to make it an instrument of reconciliation.

I believe that it can be. I believe that President Johnson
and his associates should be commended for providing us with
this opportunity of approaching an old unsolved problem with
a new spirit.

This statement of general approval by the first important
Protestant group representative to testify before the House Committee
clearly added further support for the Administration's bill. Other
Protestant organizations expressed additional backing for the legis-
lation.

Dr. C. Emanuel Carlson, Executive Director of the Baptist
Joint Committee on Public Affairs, emphasized that the proposal was
quite innovative and would require new thinking about many complex
relationships. He noted that in the past education and welfare goals
were often separated. He suggested, however, that the proposed bill
brought these goals into closer context and remarked "we ought not
be distressed if we find that these two objectives fused intuv one
involve some rethinking, some creative work tnat may take a while to

]
accomplish."s‘ In reference to the concept of dual enrollment, he
commented:

Dual enrollment, to our way of thinking can well be

defended as the right of all children to programs offered
in the public schools, and in this instance to programs
Tfinanced by Federal funds properly distributed through

public channels to the pubﬁic school districts and carried
out in public facilities.? |

531bid., p. 77T1.

S41pid., p. T72.
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Dr, Carlson also suggested that the vocabulary of the bill be
refined to indicate clearly where the ownership of materials was
retained.

The representative of the National Lutheran Council, Dr. Philip
A. Johnson, delivered a statement which, although not negative, was
not nearly as positive as the two precoeding statements. He stated:

I believe I would reflect the judgment of the vast

majority of our people in genoerally approving the signi-

ficant new programs which have been designed to assist

Americans whose educational opportunities have been, or
are, limited and inadequatse.

However, he also cautioned that: "It would be ironic if a laudable
concern for improving the quality of education should, by stretching

the pupil benefit theory to the limit, lead to the erosion of the
public school system."95

Dr. W, Astor Kirk, representing the Methodist Board of Social
Concerns, indicated that although the legislative body of his church

did not have an opportunity to consider the specific piece of legis-

lation under review

the general legislative body in May did express itself

with respects to inecreasing and improving opportunities

for educating the economically and socially deprived . .

» o« I would say that generally one would expect Methodists,

or a good many Methodists, acgoss the country, to support
the objectives of this bill,>

The spokesman for the Executive Council of the Episcopal Chureh,
the Reverend Richard U, Smith, presented the clearest example of a

55Ibid., p. 775.
56Tbig., p. 777.
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definite shift in position by an organization on the issue of school
aid. He pointed out that as recently as 1949 the general convention
of the Episcopal Church was "unalterably against the use of Federal or
State funds for the support of private, parochial, or sectarian schools." f
The 1961 conveﬂtion reaffirmed this position by a resolution which
stated: "Resolved, that we stand unalterably against the use of Federal
funds for the support of private, parochial, or sectarian schools."57
However, in response to the "growing inquiry on several cruciel
issues of church-state relations" a commission was appointed six months
after the 19€1 convention to undertake a study of the issues. Its
report was presented to and adopted by the general convention in Cctober,
1964. In part, the commission’s report stated:
The resolution of the 1961 convention, expressing
disapproval of Government support of church-related
schools, should be amended and supplemented by a recogni-
tion of the propriety of the inclusion of such schools
.in various secular public welfere programs. These programs
include the provision of standard textbooks for students
in all schools, the provision of equal bus transportation,
Programs for training of teachers in secular subjects, health
and lunch programs, grants for the conduct of research, and
» provision of scholarships and loans to college students.
The final testimony of the morning was delivered by H.B.
Sissel, represeatative of the United Presbyterien Church. His
statement illustreted a refined alteration in the policy position
of his orgenization on the question of federal aid to non-public -
schools. He noted that the General Assembly of the Presbyterian 1
Church proclaimed its view on the subject in 1950. At that time |

it favored federal aid for elementary and secondary public education }u

without subsidizing private and parochial schools. This action was ;

H

>TIbid., p. 761.
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. reaffirmed in 1953, 1954, 1955, and 1956. After the legislative

"stalemate" of 1961, however, the question was re-examined in 1963

and 2gain in 1964, Although still opposed to the use of public tax

@ . funds for direct aid to orivate or parochial schools, the general \
assembly stated in 1964 that it

supports in princivle a program of Federal aid to nublic ..
schools system that would encourage shared-time arrance- |
o ments to permit students enrolled in private or parochial ‘
| schools to obtain a portion of their education in public |
| schools.

% Assessing the blll before the committee, Mr. Sissel commented: %‘

} First, I am glad to see for the first time in many

years a very real prospect for the cnactrient of a sirmi-

ficant program of Federal aid to vublic schools. E.=.

2362 ‘represents a fantastically skiliful break in the
stalesmate occasioned by the church-state dilemna in vpre-
vious legislative efforts.

Second, the use of the poverty-impacted area concept
is a highly commendable device by which to match resources
with need. Only the most callous can quibble about thc
principle of basing the amount of aid on the degree and
extent of need.

Third, the encouragement of shared time or dual earoll-
ment arrangements (around which, it seems accurate to say, ]
a growing Protestant consensus of suvvort is forminT) pro-
vides one of the more creative breakthrouzhs that vermits

l

iy, Tt g

those who differ cn ideological grounds to crozerate on
prazmatic accommodation to eacn other's difference.

Fourth, the comvlexity, prolixity, snd vazueness of
this bill in some of its sections is not only distressing,
but necessitates the raising of some very serious aquestions
as to gow it would be admin.stered if passed in its present ‘W
form.” ‘

The accurmlative impact of the testimonies givan curing the |
morning session certainly disclosed further suppoft for the Administration's
hill among key Protestant organizations and reprqgentad a crucial
initial success in averting a head-on clash between religious grouvs 4h

over the church-state dispute. The tone and substance of the statemonts &

581‘bg,d «s Pp. 784.789. . |
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- were clearly more moderate and compromising than had been the case
during the 1961 hearings. The basic objections to the proposal
centered on who would retain title to the materials made available
under Title II and who would control the centers established under
Title III of the legislation. The witnesses recommended that in
both instances responsivility should reside with public educational
agencles.

This atmosphere of "reconciliation" contiwued into the
afternoon session when Monsignor Hockwalt appeared bofore the sub-
committee members. The Monsignor repeated the statement he issusd
on the day President Johnson delivered his oducatior. message and
continued by remarking:

This statement was gesnerally characterized as one of
reserved approval and cautious optimism because, in my
opinion, the administration's proposals offered a work-
able compromise in basing its provisions on the child,
the welfare of the student . . . ., Those who work with
me share my continuing optimism. We reserve our cautions,
however, since the legislative road ahead may be a lonz

and difficult one with the provisions subject to chanze
and amendments.,

In an apparent attempt to indicate tkat the Catholics were
also willing to compromise on the issus it was pointed ou that:

The formula for participation quite obviously is not
, based on equality of troatment nor does it pretond that
it is. The formula suggested is obviously an acesmmoda-
tion. In our mind this accommodation, as wo undoerstand
it to be stated in H R. 2362, presents a challenge which
can be met. There are a rumber of roacons for looking
expectantly to the outcome of the Perkins bill.

Diplomatic consensus-building on the part of the religious
organizations charactericed the day's hearings which clearly promoted

the chances of a proponent victory. However, the following day,

3
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, Fridqy. Januany 29, was conspicuous fbr the firs t o”rong op9031tion
'to the bill from a major 1nterest group and the introduction of out-

ward partisan conflict into the hearings..

DRI

" tive Seeretany of the Council of Chief State School Officia]s.' This .

.organization is composed of the State commissmonurs and State suporine

tendents of education from the 50 States and Puerto Rico. American
Samoa. Guan, the Canal Zone, and the Virgin Islanas. Dr, Fuller
explainod that mamy of the chief state school offﬁcors had not as

yet rosronded to a questionnaire forwarded to.th%‘.by him:'thereszp, |

he was testifying on the basis of volicies adopted in November, 196k,

and on returns fron a considerable numbor of officers, Relative to

Title I he stated: "Present indications are that the couneil and
@ substantial majority of its individual members will support the
enactment." Such was not the case concerning Titles II ahd iII. He

asserted that Title IT would use Federal funds, in the face of

Federal constitutional uncerta1nty. to reverse most State cons titu-

‘

tions, laws and policies in education © o o s The nouncll's policies
cloarly oprose the use of tax-raised funds for nonupabllc educational
institutions whether granted directly or 1ndirectly. In reference }
to the provisions of Title III he assefted: |

Title IIT could not be supported under the current
policies of the council, The combination of broad Federal
administrative discretion in the Jlocation, establishment,
finaneing, and scope of operation of such eenters and
authority to choose among competing projects vest more
Federal authority than is appropriate in education.a9

99Tbid., pp.1118-1122,

a The principdl aftorno&n witness wds Ur Edgar Fullon, Execu-u G

5
M ]
M

S
k"
-
I,
TW
T
- e
. ,.ﬁl
[
l",lv
o
‘l
-
N

2
X

=2

L

.
3
OF
b
X
1
r
i
el
arf
Ny
oy
: isg‘

e L

e i

e
=T . .
oS “Pi; “a‘:*v".

N wiln e
RGEA 1Y - AR Lt S A R At

o NI




The basis fbr these opiﬁionélwas challenged by Representati§e
John Brademas (D., Ind.) who declared he was "profbundly suspicious

of the integrity e s o Oof these polls." B%ademas questioned the

preuedlrg the auostmonnalre sent’'to the state oxricero was "hlghly

.,'partlsan. hlghly charged emotionally" and could not producs cbjective

- answers, Congressnan Bradamas quated sections. of the letter sent

by-Mr. Fuller as stating:

. The politlcal situation here is not good for the states.

President Johnson and the congressional majority have a

" mandate by the Federal electorate to overmule many State
electorates [Brademas inserted: 'I am not sure what the
distinction there is.'] on sogregation, on rural emphasis
in State aid systems at the dlleged expenco.of the largs
cities, and as Goldwater attitudes ‘genorally on Federa l 2id
and States rights., Tney see their Federal attitudes rapidly
becoming more common in both State legislatures and in Con-

7 - gress through roapportionment. They are feeling their 50

& polltical oats, and there is rmch distrust of the States.

" | | Fuller replled that the information cortained in the letter
| représented his own analysis and that the organization encouraged
dissenters, to which Brademas rejoined: "Is it not possible you are
| the dissenter and that the balance of your mombers may take a differ-
ent vieuwpoint?®
| After a series of exchanges betwesn Fuller and Brademas,
Representatave Goodell interrupted by declaring: "The thing that'
bothers me is that the first time we get eriticism there anparentlj
is resentment and an attempt to muzzle tha witness." This accusation
. produced another long series of exchanges and shaétered the rather

sorene atmosphere which.had typified the first seven days of hearinss,

60_&151 s Peo 1144,
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Critdcism of H.R. 2362 mounted during the last two days of

“testimony. On Monday, beruany 1, a spokesman for the American
:'Jewish Congress. Howard.M Squadrcn, reaffirm@d that arganlzatzon 5.

eommitment to fedepal ald for education but stated: "There are three

I'qspocts of H.R. 2362 which cause us graveconcern. Indeed; wo Tind

' ourselves opposed to the measure in iﬁs presetit form." Thislopposition4

was based on ‘the féllowing reasoning: (1) that the sharcd-tlme pro- '
gram would provide a form of financial AaSlstance and *ubsidy to-

parochial schools; (2) that there is no diferance oetween the grant .

E of federal funds to sectarnan schoo]s to purchase materials and the

grant of such materials themselves--cotn are contrary to the prirci.

ple of the separation of church and state: and (3) the establzahment
‘of centers under Title IIT must be under control of a public bedy.

"The 1dea of a partnership betwesn church and state . . . is directly
contrary to the entire philosophy of the first amendment."él

Leo Pfeffer, professor of constitutlonal law at Long Ieland .
Unlvervity. tesfified as an individual with no orzanzzatlonal tieo.

He 1nd1cated that he did not, detect any sericus constztutzonal problen

. in Title I, but that the granting of funds for purchasing educational
materials to be used in parochial schools and for special educational

centers could riot be conStitutionally justified on the child-benefit |
theory basis because funds would be utilized to support religious schools.
A represenpative of tho American Civil Liberties Unioh. Lawrence

Speiser, expressed the opinion that the Administration's bill as

written " could authoriée the most dangerous subversion of the constitue

|
i
]
1
|

]

61..:.4. . PP. 1531-1535.
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. 1786 .
As now'written Titlss II and.III are clenyly unconstitutional."62

"tionkl prihéiple-of church-state s;parétidn'sihce o

hr. Spelser also suggesteu that pr@vmsicns of the bill might encourage

.
1 v,

* “the’ éstablishient of private. segregated schoo]s to avoid ‘the Brown v

1954 decision. He proposed a number of amendments to the blll. In
part, these 1ncluded a prov151on against segregation in the dual

programs under Title I; a deleting of the. section pormitting the

Commissxoner of Education to prov1ae funds for educational materials

for privatedsehools in states where no state agency would be authorized

to do so; a provision which would vest titIé,ﬁb sack material with a-
publie agency; and an amendment that no ‘administrative authority

o © . -over federally financed programs be given to any church or religious

s : "

agency or institution. ' . ’
The final major group to teutlﬂy before the House Subcormittee

i | repeated several of the reservations concerning H.R. 2362 that were

. expressed by the organizations discussed above. Speaking for tﬁe
Natidnal Advisory Council of Protestant and.Other Americans United
for Separatzon of Church and State, Stanlcy Lowell read a statement

f; apprdved at the 1965 national conference of the organization. ;n part,

the statement said: | -

o o o current proposals for federal aid to education sheuld
not vidlate or circumvent this country's long-time tradition
‘he separation of church and state. Since these propoaals
1.R. 23627 do provide for grants of aid in the form of
funds, equipment and vpersonnel for schools vholly owmed and
operated by churches, we suggest and recommend that such B
features of otherwise commendable legislation be deleted. ]
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- VWe also ask reconsideration of those proposals which would
contravene State constitutional provisions regarding churcn- :
state ralatmons.

In sum. the objectiong to the - education bill centered on-
VﬁTltlcs xI and IIT, Although few organizatmons c”ltiClzca Tit;o i
on the grounds that: it would sub51dlze and encaurage the proliferation
of private Schools. the ctrongest and mout pe;tzutcnt proteat dealt
with publlc ownerchlp and co trol of 1nstruc~10nal matcrlalﬁ and
| structures made avallable under Tltlea II and IIT and thc ky-passing -
of state constitutlons. wherc necessary, ,o provide educaticnal material

to private school students. In an ef'fort %o meet some of these objectives,

the House Subcormittee amende& the Administration draft Bill to insure,

among other thingg,,thatla public authority would refain title and
admini strative control over library ma erlals and texibooks purchased
£br students attending non-publlc chocls. Such maternal would be
made avaalable on a loan baszs only, rather than given, to nr ivate
school pupils and teachers, An additional amendment stipulated that
the supplcnentazy educzational centers established to provide en.mcned
: educat10n31 opnortunlties for toth publ 1c and non-public school
studants would remain under control of publlc :amrevxczx,es.ébr
The Subcommlttee reported H.X. 2362 w1th amendments for full

Conmittee consideratlon on February 5 by a vote of 6 to 0. Only the

six Democratic members cf ‘the group voted for the measure as the three

Republican members bqycotted the mceting to protest the "hasty and

63Ibid., p. 1762,

64House Committee on Education and Labor, Elﬂrcnf ng

Secondary ¥ducation Act of 126§ 89th Congress. 1st Session (1905).
mpol't NO [} 1".'30
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éuporficiai";aelib@ration given the bill.. The full Committee on

' Education*and Labor considered the bill in executive sessions -

“‘batwéqp February 25 apd,ﬁarch'2f On the,}at;e; ggta'it¢ordbgqi,w,

the bill re§0rtedwwith aﬁendménts on a,twenﬁygth}ee to eight vote,
Two Republicans, Representatives Odgen R, R@id‘CN.Y.)'ang Alphonzo

Bell (Calif.) voted with the twenty-one Democrats on the Committes

.. to -favor the report,’

The hearings which;took.ﬁldce befofé the Senate Subcormittee
on Edgqatiqn betweeh January 22 and'Februa&y 11 did not'raveal any
alterations in the alignm;nt of the major ihterest grbups. Conseéuently;
the hoérings Eefbre both congressional committees indicated that thosa

6rgénizations supporting the Administration's legislation included

- most. of the long-time secular proponents of federél aid with the major

.éxception of the Council of Chief State School Officers*??ich favored

Title I but objected to sections of Titles II and III, In addition

to these groups (such as N.E.A., A.F. of T., AFL.CIO, Americans for

- Demoeratic Action, etec.) the bill gained the general approval of both.

the Catholic'group565 and most of the principal Protestant organiza-

tions plus a number of Jewish groups.66 The sectarian cpposition was’

’6 ' - 0} - 0 ™ ‘ » 3 ) *
SThe non-sectarian Citizens for Educational Frosdom split

with the Catholics by expressing reservations cencerning the bill,

66The Jewish community was soriously divided over the bill.,
Some groups, such as the National Society for Hebrew Day Schools, the
Union of Orthodox Rabbis, the American Jewish Committeo, the National
Council of Young Israel, the Union of Orthodox Jewish Congrenations of
Amorica, Agudath Israel, and the Rabbinical Alliznce of America favored
the bill as a measure to support the growinz number of all-day Jewish
schools. They were opposed by those organizational fearing the breakdown
of church-state separation. 4Among the latter wers: the American Jewish
Congress, the Jewish Labor Committees, the Jewish War Veterans of the v.s.,

‘the National Council of Jewish Women, the Union of American Hebrew
- Congregationists, and the United Synagogues of America.
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‘Thqy were Joined in themr r951stanco by thé Amerlcan Livil leortwcu,

Such organlzatlons as the U.S. Chamber of Comnerce. the var1ous utate

led by the Ame?ican Jewmsh Congre S plus a number of other Jewish

organizations 1istéd below and the P*otestants and Gthor Americans.‘

Unlon. whlch also stres sed the constltutlonel "wealmesses” of: the bill.
Interestlngly. the groups vihiich ooposcd the 1e~1slat10n on "

cnurch«gtate grounds racemvef vlrtuallj no support from othe; non-

rellgzous organizat;ons whlch have tradltlonaLLJ opposed fedc”al scqool

aad.on the basis of fiscal conside%atlong, zederal conurol and need,

Chamber of Commerce, the Nauzonal As oclation oz ’*Ianufacturere
the Amerlcan Legion, the D A Ru. and the American Farm dureau.”simply
did not take their usual. actzve parts in opposing the school aid bill.
Indeed, none of these groups testified on the bill in 1965.' Consequently.
the handful of religious groups, the American Civil Liberties Union,
and the C@u?cil of School Officers were the only major organizations
overtly opposed to the legislation. Comparing this alignment to‘the.
unique lineup of groups on the propo@ént side, including'éuqh strange
bédfellows as tﬁe N.E.A;; the National Catholic Welfare Council, and
the Nation#llcouncil of Churches, it is not unreascnable to suggest
that during the 1965 school aid deliberations the interest groun pattern
was characterized by the weakert opposition alliance facing the strongest
propouont coalltion of the postwar period.

There appear to bo several factors which bHelp illuminate whyl
the proponent coalition developed the way it did. Fundamentally,
the rosponsiﬁie 1e§dors in the Adminisﬁration (particulariy Secretary

Celobrozze, who is a Catholic, and Commissioner Keppel) apparently did

bl
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ﬁ their_homéwork. Not only did they consult with important groups

pi . ) ) . . - . :

i separately before drafting the bill 16 get a foel for what would be
;‘/;{l - iy

g accebtzble, but they were alsc su cesuful in setﬁﬂno up d,scuss*ons .

)
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batmeen groups. such as the N.E. A and the N C W.C., who were ﬂOu'
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. only"on onposmte sides of the issua in the’ pas t but did not even

’

communlcate with each other. bulth»r, the Aamlnlstrau on managed

to draft : bill in such a mariner tn at vhile 4t.did not avoid conflict
c over-the churchnstate issue’ comnletely, it ”duofférfehough private
S scboolvassistanca to gain the sunport ox the Catnolzcs and vet not

the klnd of a1d which would force the Prateetart grouns into rlvoroas

b? ' opposition. The stress on providing aid to the child and thus expandzng

‘the child-benefit theory, the uso of‘dnél enrollmént’prbgrams; and

R

' shared facilities, took advantage of the shift in Protestant thinking

' that was evidently taking place betyeen 1961 and 1965 as.was illustrated

by the statements issuod-at conferences and repoated in the hearings,
The drafters of the Administrétion's proposal were astute enough t
recognize the compromiéing potentiél of this shift and wise enough
to incorporate its features into the dra&t'legislaticn.
. Behind thesg explicit -factors concerning tha new lineup on

fthe Church-state issue iingered the memory of the 1961 eonflict,
: In a genss, thé‘1961 clash over private school aid maylactualky .
have boen 1ateh£ly'benefic131 for the proponents of school aid if
one considers the impact of its feedback on the politics “ﬂ*?ﬁﬂhdlﬂ”
E , the aid effort in 1965. Apparently, the debacle of 1961 did not

result in a tefminationlof the federal aid effori for a long period

el a N

to comé,as many close observers suggested; instead, it seems that it
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"actuail& stimilated a new;détermination aﬁbhg several »f ﬁhe'qu

interest groups to seraously recon51der thexr rositions and s ch

_ Tor grounds of compromise rather than run tqe risk of. reneat;ﬁ

- [ -
" > ..

'”.the 1961 1ncident A spokesman for ong of the rol ;gious organlza-

tions prov1des some support for this sugges»10n. In an intervietw

~.

vhe commented.

No one wanted another eyeball to eyéba‘l eplisode .
like '6l--a repéat of that would have meant .the ond
of Federal aid for a long time. Since neither side
o wanted to be responsible for such a development both’
x | . sides wers willing to look for ways to compromise.

L ooy,

quond the remlnder and feedback of the 1961 rellgboas strl.e'
over school aid were several other factors which seem to have |

encouraged moderate reactions by the religious orgar’zations to- the

S

3
1

1965 proposal. Certainly the reform wovement in Catholie Church

initiated by Pope John and the consequent ecumenical council beginning

A g
| in 1962 and the preseni ecumenical movement did much to improve relations éggy
j botween Catholics aﬁd other religious groups. Both Catholic and Pro,v é?él
. testant leaders were npt disposed to have the newly developed g%
;? o ﬂécuménical spirit" threatened by another bitter fight over'federal }f%‘
| aid to non-public schools.®? Additionally, the shift in public %

3  ' . : oplnlon among Drotestants concerning fuderax aid to narochlal scnools.

*, discussed earlier, would also suggest that the Protestant 1eadersh1p i@%‘
A ‘ - could more 6351ly'support an "indiract® form of non-public school {%ﬁ
: ' ' , ' ¥
| assistance than it was able to in the past without risking a violent 3&5

e

- ‘ graés-roots reaction,

67The fact thau the Pope and the A‘cHLl shop of Canterbury
met in March of 1966 for the first iime in 500 years is indicative -
of the new rapport between these religlious groups and vhat another
ol . - school aid fight might have done to threaten this rapport in the
Y o o Unitod Statos.

ey

I il ek

-
p——
D

S SRR

i




hiba A"
R

=
I
n , ‘v’ :
i Y
f.4
12 -
gt
1
i)
g
d
£
Jd
1

The fact that ﬁhe N.E.A. supported a proposal including

“aid to non-public schools requires further~cbmmént. .Spbkesmen'

for the N.E: A ma1ntn;n that thqy &id not connromiso th91r~nr1nc
68

vles in suppartlng tbe blll but surely the provisisn in Titie
II uhlch allows the U 5. ¢C ' mm1351onar of Education to’ supplj educa;
tlonal material and textbooks dlrectly to brlvate school students |
if ﬁhe state conotxtutlon f a state prohibits such action clearly
violates the stated princlpla of* the N. E A. "that e&nend*ture of
the Federal fgnds be enly for the purpose for which the states

and lqcaliiies, undef theic constitutions and statutes, may expend
their own édblic education fuhds." One’can only infer from this
gppaéent conéfadictidn betweon statement and behavior that the

N.E.L. leadership, like the relevant religlous organizations, had

been reconsidering its positirs on nen-public sghool aid as 2 result -

of the 1961 episode, Unlike the religious groups, the public state-
ments of the N.E.Au,do not reveal a shift in their principles;
However, after so many'years of failure 1t apnarentlj was decided

that it was necessany to display flexlbillty and interpret principles

more liberally at a time when it seemed that the long-sought victory

‘;uould be within grasp.

Several explanations have been suggested to account for -the'

" lack of opposition by traditional opponents of federal school aid:

One spokesman for a fiscally conservative organization stated the

6pinion that the lack of activity on the part of the U.S. Chamber of

68

See testimony of McKay. Ald to Elemeptayy and Secondary
Eshas_.im p. 236. | L |
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' Commerce reflected a reaction to the 1964 Democratic landslide., The
Chamber apparently felt that opposition would do little to block the
'bili given the overwhelming liberal Congress, thus they wore not willing
to become involved in a "hopeless" battle. They did not want to dis.
play, in face of the recent national mandate, an "image" of oppocition '
for opposition's sake. Additionally, it would be better to reserve
whatever political resources they had for use on an issue when success
was more likely,

Other interviewees suggosted that while the above may partially
explain the development an additional factor was oparative. They

suggosted that the Chamber and other business groups may be altering

their stance on federal aid to education as it becomes increasingly

apparent that the health of the econeny is not unrelzated to the educational

level of the population. This is particularly parsuasivé when aid
is put in terms of assisting poverty-stricken youngsters to become
enployable in the socié%y instead of wards of societ;

It is proposed that this com01n"*1on of a new proporent coalition
and a seriously‘weakéned 6pposition is one of the salient factors
contributing to the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965. The lineup on the proponent side of the leading educational
groupé plus the Catholics and major Protestant organizations meant
that more congressﬁen than in the past could assume that support for the
bill existed in their district. With the Jewich groups split over the
bill, only those congreesmEn from conservative Protostant districts would
have fEIt constra:nea to oppose the measure (assuming an interest group

terpretatzoﬂ

o e




, N ; ' B e
v o A i R T 258 X o Sl T s i s e e S S e wunt.

133

Soméwcommantators have siuggested that given the liberal

cémpositinn'of'the 89th Congress, President Johnson could have proposed .
and the Congress would have enacted almost any kind of education bill.
Howevor, this writer would arghe that the Administration's success in
bringing the Catholies into thé oroponent fbld was certainly an essen-
;;  tial aspect of the mixture of factors which explains the eventuél passazo

of the legislation. Strong Catholic opposition would probsbly have been

sufficient, in view of Delanecy's statement, to block the bill once again
in the Rules Committee. If a bill opposed by the Catholic organizations
successfully circumvented the Rules Cormittee, it would have been
confronted by ths greatest numbor of Cathclié representativaé\(9h) to
o sit In the House. This fact in no small way mus have been considered
in drafting the cducation bill even if one assumes, no doubt correctly,
that factors other than religion are important in influencing a congress-
man's vote on school aid. Although it is likely that e majority of
Catholic representatives would have voted for a “"public school only"
' 'b:lll.69 it is also conceivable that a dotermined minority of Catholic
- congressmen (perhaps lead by Spoaker McCormack) may have formed the
micleus of a coalition that could have delayed, altered or rossibly
defeated the 1965 education bill. Consaquenﬁty. the support of the
Catholic hiérarchy was a crucial proponent success.,
\ ILikewlse, é bill that went too far in extending assistance
~ to parochial school students would probably have been opposed both

by Protestant organizations and the N.E.A. Conceivably, such. an alignment

693ven in 1961 77% of Roman Catholic ropresontatives voted

for the motion to consider the school aid bill that was brought to
the House floor via Calander Wbdnesdqy. including Delaney.
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could have brought the Chamber of Commerce and other long time foos #
of school aid into activa opposition. It is doubtful that a bill N |
opposed by the latter groups would have passad,

-
T g S
e

In sum, with the segregation issue pssezitially neutralized

a ¢
3 by the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the drafters of the school aid bill 4
" . ¢
| in 1965 were faced with the task of constructing a proposal that viould N
§ - not inflame the church-state issue. Although not totally s ccovszul ‘ : ;f‘. |
] .,,,,'
) /j the resulting group alignment would imply that the bill was indeed a "-i_f
A -
3] "fantastically skillful break in the .,talemat.e."
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CEAPTER IV

DEMAND ARTICULATORS: POLITICAL

EIE S )

PARTIES AND THE PRESIDENT

R e

- ' I. 'The Party Role in Policy Making

In terms of the model of legislative change being utilized
o in this study, the discussion to this point has ‘dealt with the cate-
gories of circumstantial conditisus, constituents, and interest groups. fﬁ
} Each of these factors has been analyzed as a possible source of new
‘ legislative input and has been related, directly or indirectly, to
the emergence of the new policy output under comsideration., This 3£
chapter relates federal aid fqiheducation to two other principal
pressures on legislators and the legislative system: political parties
f; and the chief executive.

| Political parties perform a variety of functions in the Amwerican j}
,@; legislative process. To a large extent the parties, among otker things, fﬁ

R ' take the responsibility of organizing and providing the leadership of 4&

the legislature, establishing the rules for negotiation and decision-
N meking, overseeing the activities of the executive branch, and providing
the public, to someé degree, with contrasting policy positions on rational

issues.l One aspect of the party role in the legislative process is ‘ -

, lWilliam J. Keefe and Morris S. Ogul, The American Lerisletive 1¥;‘
Process: Congress and the States (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice~lall, &
inc., 19355, Pe 270. The latter point, of course, has been the center of gﬂ
considerable discussion in the field of political science. See, for N
example: "Toward a More Responsible Two-Party System," supplement %o the A
American Political Science Review, Vol. XLIV (September, 1950); Austin

Ranney, The Doctrine of Resvonsible Party Government (Urbang: University
of Illinois Press, 1954); and Stephen K. Bailey, The Condition of OQur

_ , g
National Political Parties (New York: Fund for the Republic, 1959). s
: : o - : \ ’ , 3




particularly importunt for purposes of this investigation yet diffi-

cult to assess. It is the extent to which legislative outputs are

& function of'party votes, In other words, how influential is party

affiliaﬁion in explaining the voting behavior of congressional decision-

makers? The obvious difficulty in answering this question concerns

the isolation of the party influence on the individual from other

factors, a process which can only be accomplished by infereace.

The subaective'nature of this kind of analysis is suggested by one

political scientist's remark that "the ideal way to assess the nature

and role of party influence would be to get a wachine that would l;ok

into a person's mind as he was making it up and sort out and measure

«ll the various considerations that went into the final result."

Lacking such afGess, political scientists have resorted to

roll call analysis, which enables the investigator to determire the
degree to vhich members of the seme political party vote together on
issues and the composition of deviating voting blocks. In an analysis
of the proportion of party members voting in harmony during the various

- congressional séssions between 1921 and 1948, Julius Turner found

! that "parﬁ& pressure seems to be more effective than any other pressure

on congressional voting, and is discernible on nearly nine-tenths of

the roil calls examined."3 The saliency of party voling has also been

pointed out by Lewis Froman who shows that for the years 1957 through

1961 the propertion of roll call votes in both the Senate and House

2Neil A, McDonald, The Study of Politieal Parties {(New Yori:
Doubleday and Company, 1955), e 70,

3Ju11us Turner, Party and Constituency: Pressures on Congress
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 19515. Pe 23 "
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which had a majority of Democrats oppcsing a majority of Republicahs
was 42, 50, 42, 47, and 58 per cent, respectively.h In sum, this
model of polic& moking asserts that the most prominent factor affecting
a legislator's voting behavior is his perty affiliation.

Within this framework legislative imnovation uoy be brought about
in two principal ways: (1) one or both of the major parties Tay assune
& new policy posture on an issue; (2) the party retios may be altered
as & result of an election which produces a new parﬁy majority. The
available evidence indicates that the latter possibility is applicable
in this case. Consequently, the question is to what extent can the
passage of the 1965 Education Act be related to the overvhelning
Demoeratic landslide of 19647 Did the Democratic gain of 2 Senators
and 38 Representatives, giving the Democrats a plurality of 36 in
the Senate and 155 in the House, help or hindeér. the chances of federal
tichoal aid in 19657

II. The Parties and Federal Aid for Education

In order to treat this question it is necessary to compere ithe
publicly announced stance (via national party platforms) of the Demo-
cratic and Republican parties on Federal aid, the overt voting behavior
of Democrats and Republicans on key roll call votes imvolving enlargzed
federal resporisibilities in domestic affairs, and the prefercnces of

Democrats and Republicans on past federal aid to education roll call

brewis A, Fromsn, Jr., Congressmen and Their Constituents
(Chicago: Rand MeNelly and Company, 1963), D. 88. Alsc see Duncan
MacRae, Jr., Dimensions of Congressionzl Votinge (Boerkeley: university
of California Press, 1958) and David B. Truman, The Conpressional
Party (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1959).

4
.




votes. Once these factors are examined an attempt is made to link
this information to the Democratic majority in the 89th Congress ana
the passage of the 1965 school aid bill.

A review of party platforms in the postwar era reveals thot
the Democratic Party has consistently favored federal aid for education
while the Republican Party has generally opprosed such legislaticn,
although the Republicans supported limited aid in 1956 and 1960.

The Republicans included no mention of the school aid issue
in their 194k platform, but the Democrats made their position clear
by stating: "We favor Federal aid to education administered by the
states without interference by the Federal government."5 Four years
later the Republicans once more avoided the issue by merely seying:
"We favor equality of educational opportunity for all and the Proro-
tion of education and educational facilities.” The Democrats
expressed a much stronger stance on the issue and accented the partisan
nature of the question.

Ve advocate Federal aid for education administered by and
under the control of the state. ‘e vigorously suprncrt the
authorization, which was so shockingly ignored by the Repuo-
lican 80th Congress, for %ie appropriation of $300 million
8s a beginning of Federal aid to the states to assist them
in meeting the present educational needs. We insist upon
the right of every Americam child to obtain a gocd educatinn.7

Kirk H..Pbrtef'andmbqnald B. Johnson, Nationel Party Plate
forus, 18L0-~1960 (Urbana: UniVersity of Illinois Press, 1931;, Pe
Lo3.

61vid., p. 453.
Trbid., p. 433.




By 1952 the two parties had taken clearly opposing posi-~
tions on the issue of federal assistance for education. The Dermo-

cratic platform pledged "immediate consideration for those schcol

systems whichk need further legislation to provide Federal aid for

new school construction, teachers! salaries and school meintenance

and repairs." In contrast, the Republican plaiform stated: "The

tradition of public education, tax-supported and free to all, is

strong with our people. The responsibility for sustaining this syszten

of popular education Lus always rested upon the local corzunity and

&

the States. We subscribe fully to this principle.™

= In 1956 the Republicans irndicated a moderate alteration in

their position. The Eisenhower Administration had vroposed a linmited

school construction program and the platform pledged that the party

i vould "rsnew its efforts to enact a program based on sound principles
of need and designed to encouvrage increased state and local efforts %o
build more classrooms.” The Democrats re-emphasized their commitment

+ %0 federal aid by recommending o broad program:

& The resources of our States and locelities are already

- strained to the limit.,. Federal aid ard action should be

o provided . . . to assist States and locel ccrmunities to

build schools, and to provide essential health and safety

services for all school children; for better educational,

health and welfare opportunities for children of migratory

workers; for training teachers of exceptional children; and

for the training of teachers to meet the critical shortage
in technical and scientific fields.d

81bid., p. 50L.
IIbid., p. 535. | ,.~

S ST S O
S S .




During the 1960 campaign the two perties again expressed
coﬁflicting views on the issue. The Republicans endorsed limited
federal involvement in financing classroonm construction only. Their

platform stated:

The Federal government should ausist selectively in
, trengthening education « « + . We believe moreover that
" any large plan of Federal aid to education, such z5 direct
‘ contributions to or grants for teachers salaries can only
. lead wltimately to Federal domination and control of our
» schools.,

Senator John ¥, Kennedy, the Democratic candidate for the Presidency
| in 1960, endeavored to make federal school aid & major election issue.
He criticized the limited support given by President Eisennower and
attacked the Republican candidate Vice President Richard lixon,
for backing e limited construction program and referring to federal
aid for education as "too exxreme."ll The Democratic' platform reviewed
the nature of the eduvcational "crisis" existing in Americe and stated:
o Only the Federal Government is not doing its part.,
i For eight years, measures for the relief of the education
[ ' erisis have been held up by the cynical maneuvers of the
.. Republican Party in Congress and the White liouse. We
i - believe that America can meet its educational obligations
2 . only with generous Federal financial support.

The 1964 Presidential campaign was characterized by tne vast
differences in the ideoclogical stance of the candidates ana the parties.

13

“Qﬁ The Republican convention™ was captured end controlled by the nmore

101pi4,, p. 615.

o 11Theodore C. Sorensen, Kennedy (New York: Harper and Row,
, 1965), p. 200.

lszrter, op. cit., p. 590.
135ee Theoddre H..White, The lMaking of the President, 196k
(New York: Atheneum Publishers, 1965), Chapter 7.
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conservative elements of 'the party whose leader, Senator Barry Colde-
weter, promised to provide American voters with a real choice, not

an echo, to select between two perspectives of American life. Arong

the election issues of nuclear arms control, civil righis, the “guulity"
of American life, and the Goldwater crusade against centrulized poverne
ment, the latter issue is mest relevant to federal aid for educgtion.

Goldwater was a long-time critic of the expanding role of the Federal

governuent and over the years had, among other things, denounced farwm
L ~ subsidies; advocated the sbolition of Rural Electrification; anéd urged
‘the selling of T.V.A. Speaking Dbefore the Senate Subcornrittce on

Education in 1961,he expressed his views on federal aid for educi.tion.

! It is my strong belief thet most of these propesals
[education bills],including the bill, S. 1021, sponsored

L6 by the administration, are both unnecessary and unzound.

I am convinced that they represent another long step in

the direction of reducing our State and local governments

'to mere subordinate, administrative divisions of the central
governnent in Washington.

( I wish to make it clear that I do not believe that we

{%J have an educational problem which re&uires eny form of Federal
o grant~in-aid program to the States,t

In contrast to Goldwater, President Jchnson, as the Democratic

W.N»:W.“
Lumh BTSRRI e

Perty beerer, was a strong advocate of the positive role of tne

e
s 1 S e, B

LR PR

Federal government and, as will be indicated in the second section

of this chapter, the strongest supporter of federal aid for education

R

ST PRRE

t> occupy the White House. His platform pledged further and nore

'y

comprehensive federal aid to supplement those programs enacted by

the "Education Cengress of 1963."15

Wsenate Comittee on Labor and Public Velfare, Public Schocl
Assistance Act of 1961, 8Tth Congress, lst Session (1961), pp. 528-539.

15Porter and Jchuson, op. cit. (Supplement, 1964), p. k.
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This brief review of party statements illustrates quite

clearly that at least at the vérbal level the Democratic Party
has been a more enthusiastie champion of federal school aid than
the Republican Party. While Republicans have endorsed limited aid

on occasion, the Democrats have consistently called for an expanded
federal financial commitment to education. Further, the ideological

gap between the parties on this issue, and others, was provably

the greatest it has been in recent years during the 1964 campaizn.
;_i This gap and the subsequent electicn outcome would suggest that the
impressive Democratic victory in 1964 undoubtedly increased the
possibilities of enacting a federal aid for education prograw.
However, it is common knowledge that party platforms are at best

;; ' 8 rough index to actual political behavio';ﬁ%herefore, an assessment
) of the party dimension in this study requires an examination of

N concrete action if credence is to be granted to the platform statements.

% Party policy differences may be identified in = morc empirical

e iy e

manner through the analysis of particular roll call votes. Coungressional

- - -

- Quarterly, for example, nas utilized key roll call votes.on such

issues as area redevelopment, temporary unerployment compensation,

DU GUA S,

eid for education, housing, public power, manpower retraining, standby

s . rliny,

) public works, and Social Security medicare to indicate the extent to

N 1 o <.

oy which Democrats and Republicans vote for legislation which would tend

i;& to enlarge the Federal government's domestic responsibilities. Since

P

&t“ : [ ] L3 - - - * N [

%4 aid for education is a component of this droader issue, it is werthwhile

+

iw R . B » R

il to note the differences which have been found. A glance at Table 13 o

: shows that during the last three Congresses about 75 per cent of the
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Democrats have voted for such legislation whereas & littleﬂiess

than 30 per‘cent of the Republicans have done so.
TABLE 13 i

“ PROPORTION OF DEMOCRATS AND REFUBLICANS VOTING 1

70 ENLARGL FEDERAL ROLE: 1959-196h b

Both Chambers Senate House )
86th Congress (1959-60) |
- Democrats 7;%/ Th, T4% f
Republicans 19 27 AT
87th Congress (1961-62)
Democrats 75 65 78
Republicans 24 26 24
88th Congress (1963-64) |
Derocrats - 15 79 ©Th
Republicans 40 L7 Lo
Mean
Democrats 75 73 75
Republicans | 28 33 | 27

Source: Congressional Quarterly Almenae, 1960, 1962, and 1964,

This finding, in conJjunction with the party statements included above,
adds support to the proposition that the eilarged Democratic majority
in the 89th Congress resulting from the 1964 election enhanced the
poasibility~ of enacting federal school aid legislation.

Further support for this proposition mey be deri;ed from

another set of statistics. An examination of roil cell votes, by party,

o SRt
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on federal aid bills which reached the floofs of the two conéressioﬂ#l
chambers since the end of World War IT reveals several factor3¢ The 1
first obvious point made by Taeblelhk is that gn both the éenate and | :
the House a majority of Democrats have voted for school aid legiglation ;;f
while, with the exceptlon of Republlcan Sen;toro in 1948 ax d 19h9, )
a majorlty of Republlcans have voted agalnst the sane erpOaalao ;i
It is also epparent from the table that the propertion of Democratic
Senétors approving education aid bills has been consistently higher
than their counterparts in the House~-an average of 85 per cent of | ' | “{
the Senators compared to 64 per cent of the Representatives.
This fact, in part, explains why prior to 1985 the Senate passcd
school did bills on four occasions in the postwar pefiod in centrast
to the single instance (1960) a bill was appro&ed in the House.
Another point is deducible from the data included. 4 com;arison
of the relative proportions of party members voting for federal aid
ihdicates that the issue has become increasingly partisan. An unconm- E
plicated index of partisanship, the diflerence between the percent of ' ;
Dermcerats and Republicans voting positively on the federal aid_roll
.call vétes referred to, shows that the variance between Democratic
and Repﬁblican support foi federal aid hes incféased 6vér the years;' - e E
| pdrﬁiculariy ih the House wherevbemocratic approval haé stéadily Erovn B i,‘
and,Republican‘ support has decreased. s : : ) o
'III. The Parties and the 1965 Faucation Act | .

o ' B
The vote on the 1965 Educatlon Act vas clearly in line with

these partisan trends. ~The measure was suppqrted in both the Senate
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Fenno,

supported it,

FOR FEDERAL AID:

TABLE 14

voting occasion,

h | | ‘_'Senators did likewise,

Senate

Dem. Rep. Index

86.1%  61.4% 24,74

52.3  6k.T  27.6
7.8 29.0  48.8
A 26,7 5007
93.3 56.3  37.0
85.3 47.6 37.7
Source: For years 19}

Additionally, i

s, 1962),
ts April 2, 1965, pp. 60

PROPORTION OF DEMOCRATS AND REPUBLICANS VOTING

For 1905 Cor:

L

8~-1961, Frank Yunger and R
Jr., Netioral Politics and Feaeral Ald to Educetio
Syracuse University Pres

Quarterlx‘Weeklz Regor
19 5. p. 691,

and the House by a larger proportion of Democrats than on

.sanship as zt relates to the outcame of school aid iegislatien,

Tessionzl
0-601 and April 16,

1948-1965
‘House
Dem. Rep. Index
56.5 hloo 15.5
62.5 32,4 30.1
66.7 3.6 63.1
80.0 26.7 53,3
6307 2805 35.3

Richard
n (Syra=

in the licuse 80 per cent of the Demoe.

crats approved the bill while only 27 per cent of the Republicans
In the Senate the difference was smaller, but the
£ . overwhelming proportion (93 per cent) of Democrats cast their vote

RIS for the proposal while a little over half (56 per cent) of the Repuolzcan
g . .

Th;s combination of factors 1nd1cates the irxportance of partlm

ary earlier

G;ven
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* . the Democratic Party commitment to education aid and the voting

 behavior of Democrats and Republicans on the 1965 bill, it becomes

apparent that the Democratic victory in the 1964 congressional. elections, g
particularly }n the Hecuse where the Democrats experienced a net gain
of 38 segx;, waé qneior the Xey fagtbfs in'the evéntual'passage of the
‘?; | o 1965 Act. Indéed, every one of the forty-eight newly elected Démﬁ- |
| ciats in the House who filled a seatvformerly held by a Republican
voted for the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.16 An
equally interesting statistic is illpstrated in Tablel’ which shows
that of the 201 non-Southern Democrats VQ%ing on the bill 197 supported
it while a mere b oﬁbosgd. This m;rgin meént that the proponents needed
only 21 votes gathered from Southern.Democfats and/or Republicans to

enact the measure in the House, where pajorities for federal aid have

been most difficult to realize.

TABLE 15

PARTY VOTE ON EDUCATION ACT OF 1965

Sendte House ‘ <.
Yea day  Yea Moy
. Noﬂ-Souihérn Democrats' ) 0 197 L
Southern Democrats 15 | 4 31 53
" Total Democrats (55) (k) (228) (57)
~ Republicans 18 14 35 96 }
él Total '. 73 ‘ 18 263 153 j

Source: Computed from Congressional Quarterly VWeexly Revort,
April 2, 1965, pp. 600-601 and April 16, 1965, p. 691.

’ lGCQmputed from Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, January |
16, 1965, pp. 16-17 and April 2, 1965, pp. 600=601. :

+
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?pe above evidence all points to the conclusion that the
Democratic victory in 196L presented the Administration with an
unusual opportunity to enact a federal school aid program. The
gain of two Democratic Senators :eaffirmgd‘the already, existing
liberhl majority in the Senate while the incredse in the House resulted

in the largest number of Democratic Representatives (295) and the

e
ey i

greatest Democratic plurality (155) since the days of the New Deal.
With this advantage the task confronting the Administration forces
was the drafting of a bill that would not split the Democratic rajority

over such perennial issues as segregation, religion, and the alloca-

tion of funds,

As Table}ls above illustratés, three-fourths of the Democratic
Senators from Southern States voted for the bill whereas in the House
a majority of the Southern Representatives opposed the mezsure. The
Southern response in the Senate versus the House may be explained
in part by the more heterogeneous constituency of even Southern
Senators in contrast to the relative homogeneous constituency of
Representatives. Beyond this point, the Scuthern vote in the House
;mplies that for many Southern Representatives the Civil Rights'Act
of 1964 by no means settled the iséue concerning federel aid and
segregated schools. Although the gggﬂg_dec;siog outlawed segregated
schools and the recent civil rights legislation hes barred federal
funds to such schools, it is necessary to note that the South has
successfully resisted large-scale desegregation of its educational
facilities. In fact, aﬁly 2 per cent of the Negro students in the

South are attending :i.m:egra,t'eé.''sz'c:hc:al:s.'.""r Consequently, it is under-

Tsouthern, Edueational Reportin Service, .Deceuber, 196k,




Act of 1965 as ancther central government weapon which would be uscd

- and federal control .is what was disturbing Représentative Howard

'(107). Kad an episode similar to the 1961 religious conflict teen
repeated and Catholic schools excluded from-the legislation, it is

- eonceivable, though remote, that the Democratic Roman Catholies woulid

standable that many Southern representatives pefceived the Education

to undermine the traditional Southern school system. It is not unrca-

sonable to suggest that this kind of relationship between federal aid

Smith as he spoke on the House floor against the bill:

‘Mr. Speaker, we apparently have come to the end of the
road so far as local control over ouwxr educetion in public
facilities is concerned. I abhor that. There is nothing
dearer to the American home than the neighborhood school,
where you have your PTA and your different organizaticns,
and all take g vital interest in the schecol and have some
control of it. I hate to csee that tradition destroyed
end that control removed from the litile neighborhood in
the county and located in the bureaucracy of Veshington,
but I think I see the handwriting on the wall. This is
the great day that the bureausrats in the Education Departe
ment have looked forward to and have fought for a good
wany years.l '

However, in spite of the lingering of the racial guestion in
the minds of some, the bill did receive enough Southern support so
that thé Democratic vote alone (228 to 5T7) was sufficient to pass
the bill in the House and in the Senate as well (55 to 4).

' Andther issue which contaified the potential ingredients for
splitting the large Democratic majority was, of_eourse,‘the religious,
question discussed in Chapter III. As was pointed out eerlier, Roman

Catholics constituted the largest religious group in the 89th Congress

18congressional Record, Mareh 24, 1965, p. 5553.




have defeated the proposal in the House. Such mn vecurrence would

be remote because there is little evidence to indicate that Catnolic
representatives would vote as a block agqinst a federal aid 9ill which
excludes assistance to parochial schools. Iadeed, even the *waterede
down" pﬁblic school bill whiech was broughf'to the House floor iﬁ

1961 via Calendar Wednesdny was supported by 77 per cent of thne
Catholics in the House (see Teble 16), This suggests that Catnolic
opposition to a particular aid bill would generally not be problematic
for the proponents as a résult of Catholies voting en musse on the
:loor. It is more likely that Catholic organizations c§uld threaten
a bilil they opposed by exerting pressure st fhe coermittee level,

particularly in the Rules Committee as was the case in 1961, or by

encouraging sympathic representativesto establish a coalition with

House menmbers opposed to school eid on other grounds. The fact that

Democratic Reman Catholic congressmen were satisfied with the 1965
bill is evident from Delaney's vote in the Rules Committee and the
fact that only 3 opposed the bill while 89 cast their vote for its
passage,

Finally, one other issue embcdied a latent possibility for

dividing the Democratic block which was expeceted to sustein the

legislation. Repuplican opponents of the Administration's bill.
presented the argument that the formuia for Title I resulted in an
"ebsurd distribution of funds" since the most affluent school districts
in the nation who could well afford special educaticnal services for

their disadvantaged students would obtain federal assistance. They




VOTE OF RCMAN CATHOLIC CONGRESSMEN ON SCHOOL
AID ROLL CALL, 1961 AND 19G5

1961 1965
. . Pereent ' | ' rerecnt
liouse Yca Hayv Ten Yen Ray Iee.

Democratic
Catholics 65 7 90% 78

n
%)
C
14

Republican
Catholics 2 13 i3 € 7 L5

Total 67 20 ™ el S G0

Percent Percent
Senate Yea zay Yea Yea Nax Ve

Denocratic
Catholics 6 3 66% 1l i 925

Republican
Catholics 0 1l 0 1 1 50

R
n
o
O

Total 6 L. 60 '

Source: Compiled from Congressionzl Cusrterly ilmanac, 1961
and 1965,

pointed oui that the 10 wealthlest counties, containing abour 32,000

eligible children, would receive a total of $8,918,087 compured to

>

$4,507,149 whichk would be émanted to a sample of 10 poor counties

- N - 19 - - o
with a similar number of children. Supporters .of the Administration'’s
oy
ﬁif formule countered oy asserting thut the federal contribution to the
B |
I
* -
L%

. 19see the Minority Views in House Committee on Education and
‘ Labtor, Elementury end Secondary ZFducation Act of 1965, 89th Congress,
1st Session.(1005), Report Lio. ih3, DPs (O=(Le
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ten wealthy counties would amount to only 1.9 per cent of their

educational expenditures whereas the funds allocated to the poor

1962

counties would be equivalent to 3U.2 per cent of their 1962 expendi-.

tures. They also argued that it was more costly to educate a student

¥ ’

s PR

@

in the North, particularly in wban slums; thah it vas in the Soutﬁ.ao

Congresswoman Edith Green (D., Ore.), a strong supporter of

federcl aid, found this response unconvincing. ©She noted that 2

the formula was tied to nalf the state's per pupil expenditures

resulted in a distribution pattern which would give Mississippl

and New York $353 per "poor"child. She inquired: " . . . where

ince
it
3120

is the

" justice, where is the equity'in this, to -.give'the State which has

tze highest or one of the highest per capita incoues the most roney

9 1121

In support of an amendment she offered which would grant 2 straight

$200 for each child from a low-income family she stateds

_ Mr. Cheirman, I really am serious in saying to my liberal
colleagues, those of you who horestly end sincerely hazve been
terribly concerned sbout the events in Selma, concerred abgﬁﬁ'“j;;nn

events in Mississippi during the last 2 or 3 years: Are you

-

really shedding crocidile tears? Are we making pious state-
ments about how awful things are and how we really want to do

something about it, and then, when we have a bill that is

before the House, we do the very least for these Stutes of

any single in the Nation?

Representative Pepper respectively suggested that Mrs. Green

had misunderstood the allocation principle underpinning the bill. " Ye

stated:

‘2°Congressiona1 Record, March 2&,:1965, pp. 5560-5562.

2l1bid., p. 5778

221bid., p. 5T79.
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This bill is not designed to bring the expenditure for
all children in the elementary and secondary schools of
America up to the same level « « o« « It is to help tle
local community bring the cducational expenditure for
deprived children up to the level of the oraznar; chiléren
e ¢« o o That is what the gentlewoman overloo&s.d

, ’

Congressman O'Hara (D., Mich.), warned ageinst the "divide
and zonquer" possibility implicit in tampering with the Sformmla. lHe
claimed that:

Many of those who are supporting this amendment and who
intend to vote for this amcndment are doing so not wiia tae
intention of supporting this bill if the amendment passes,
but with the intention of oppesing this bill regarcless and
they hope that others will join them if the change they
advocate is agreed t0 « « ) If we want this ©bill we had

. better protect this formula, '

This emendment was defeated by a vote of 136-202 z2s were
several others which attempted to revise or delete the formula. In
foct, the administration forces retained cnough cohesion to beat
back nineteen amendments so that the bill was passed essentially in

. - . . . 2
the form reported by the House Education and Labor Cormittee.

Consequently, the large Democratic rajority was not seriously split

by any of the controversial issues which have traditionally compliicate

£

the proponent efiort.
The account thus far has stressed the extent to which the

shift in party ratios resulting from the 1G6L4 election, particvlerly

-in the House, was instrumental in promoting the passage oI tae 1965

23Ibid~, Po 58110 : @

Mmig., p. 5613

eoey The only floor amendment accepted was proposed by Robert
Griffin (R., Mich.) which authorized the Commissioner of Education
to appoint a ten-member advisory council to consult with concerning
his functions under the Act.

e ‘'
+ -
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Education Act. However, a glance back to Table 1 shows that the final

House vote on school aid in 1965 was not only due to increased supgport

L4

among Democrats in the North (where most of the formerly held Eepublican

[

districts were captured by the Democrats in 196L4) but among Southern

- Democrats and Republicens as well. Consequentily, variables other

]

than party must be considéred in snalyzire w2 2945 aid vote of fepute
licans and Southern Demccrats. It is in this respect that the ratiznale
underpinning the proposal plays a role in understanding the 1965 voting
pattern on federal school aid.’ The data suggest that the empnasis on
aiding poverty stricken students in urban centers not only gained the
overwhelming suppofi of Northern Demoératé, but présumablj was responsi-
ble, in pexrt, for the fact that a considerable nuumber of Republicans
anG Southern Democrats representing highly urban districts voted for
the bill.

Relative to the HRepublican vote this rnay be illustrated in
two ways. First, an analysis of the number of House Republiczns voiing
for the proposal by region of the country incicates that of the total
35 yes votes cast by Republicans 22, or 63 per cent, Fere registered
by Republicans from the most urbanized sectlon of the country, the
FHortheast (see Tablel? ). Indeed, 43 per cent (15 votes) of the total
Republican yes votes vere recorded by representatives from dew York
(8) and Pennsylvania (7}, both highly urbanized states.

This relaticnship between Republican yes votes and urbanism

is denoted more specifically by Table 13 . It shows that when Republican

districts are grouped acéordiné to the proportion of the population

which is urban, the representatives from the highly urban éistricts

it Y




TABLE 17

 VOTE OF REPUBLICAN HOUSE MENMBER

FOR SCHOOL AID, BY REGION, 1965

-

lunber of . Niber Percent of Wotal 30
: Republican Voting Yes Yes Vetes Cacit
ri ‘D1 iots Qah L3 A N Yo el er W
Region Districts on School £id by thiz Reuxion , N
Northeast 38 22 63% ‘

f —
1 30
=

Border 7

Midwest 5k 5 14 :
South 16 0 0
Yest . 25 L 11

Total, 1ko 35 G9ih%*

#Does not add to 100 per cent due to rounding.

Source: Compiled from Congressional guarterly Feekly Report,
April 2, 1965, pp. 600-601. ‘
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(100-70%) contributed almost two-thirds of all the Republican votes

for federal scnool aid in 1965, Among the representatives from these

o
TN

fﬁf highly urban districts, L2 per cent voted for the aid legislation i
: P I
o ©  while only 13 and 21 per cent of the representatives in the less wrbvan ‘ p

f",.

categories favored the proposal. In sum, the dulk of the Republican

support for thne Education Act of 1965 cerme primarily from congress—

chap o}

@

rzen representing urban districts, particularly those in the Zast

portion of the nation. Certainly the substance of the 1965 Act must

Y

have facilitated the decision made. by these Republicans to cross

party lines on this issue.
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. TABLE 18 i

PROPORTION OF REPUBLICANS VOTIKG FOR

ey -

SCHOOL AID, BY PERCENT URBAN

Al e IR Sy e NP

. OF DISTRICT, 1965
A ) o
b ' :
¥ District: Humbexr
g&ﬁ Percent Total Voting Yes Percent
ool Urban Districts cn School Aid Voting Yes
¥
- ,
| High Urban
e (70~100%) 53 22 425
$3
& Medium Urban
1l (L0-69%) . 68 9 . 13
i Low Urban

(0-39%) 19 L 21

N
[

Total 140 35 257

e DRSS * ey g
-“.‘iﬂ:‘,‘ﬁl-‘ iy I PO .fm
i =r oo i,

rn

Al >
R T i e

Source: Compiled from U.S., Bureau of the Census, Cernressional
District Deta Book (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Ol{ice,
16963) and Congressional Ouarterly Weekly Report, April 2, 1965, Tp.
600-601. .

B

As was noted earlier, the majority cf Southern Lemocrats

| | |

voted against the Bducation Act of 1965 (53-31), as they Gid against :

. :

the aid biils of 1960 (87-0) and 1961 (70-21). - Consequently, the 3. {

Scuthern Democrats in the Eouse who &id support the 1965 ©ill constitute {

g a deviant group aﬁomg their Southern colleagues. ;
%f " Although it is not possidble to isolate the factors vhich account z
N | - . . | g
(-4 for the behavior of each of these 31 Southern representatives, it is !
gg possible to noteé some group characteristics. For example, &t least g
i . :
&; 25 of the 31 may be considered, in terms of their roll call votes in %
iy B ' §
ol
. |
S i
= . : i
%

B

5
x
i
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1965, as "Liberals" relative to ether Southern Democrats in the
House.  This conclusion is based on ‘the data 1nc1uded in Table
i9 which shows the frequency in which_Southern Democra*c voted for

& large‘ federal role (as deflnea by Cong resglonal Guari FraL) on 13

'occasions durins the first sessicn of the 89ih Cengress. Yne table
1;luatrates that a total of 27 aoutnerns voted at least 70 Ter cent
of the tine (a minimunm cf 9 out of 13) for legis lat;on which would
enlarge the Federal goverrnment's role. Includéd within this "liveral"
g:oup'of 27 were 25 representatives who also voted for. the Education
Act of 1965, In sum, a large majority (25 out of 31) of the Scuthern
voteé for school aid in 1965 were supplied by the more liberal uouthern
| Démocrats;.those who would be.most likely to vote in harmony wit
their Northern colleagues on an issue which inciuded greater fcueral
involvement in the education function and disyroportionaze assistance
to Negro students.

»Anoﬁhér charzeoteristic of the'grépp'of Southern Democrats
wno voted for the bill is~tha£_abbut nalfl of them represent highly
urban districts. As Table 20 indicates, there were 20 Southern
congressional districts in 1965 where at ;east 70xper cent of the
bopulation livéd in an urian area. Of tne 20 rep”esent tives from
--these districts, 15.(§r 75 per cent) voted for school &id in 1965
while only 30 ‘and 16 per cent of the'fepresentativés frex the less
urbanized districts sunnor ed the legis lation. 1In § ther words, &s
was the case with the Republicans-who voted for school aid, the more

urban the con gress;onal dlstrlct the grea*er the possibility the

representa ive backwd federal aid for educatzon. Certainly the terms
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TABLE 19

'SOUTHKERN DEMOCRATIC VOTES ON ROLL

CALLS TO ENLARGE FEDERAL ROLE AND
VOTE FOR SCHOCL AID, 1965

Ilunber of S.D.'s
Fumber of Votes in this
to Enlarge Number of S.D.'s  Group and Voting
‘Federal Role In this Group For Schocl Aid

Percernt in Group
and Veoting
Tor Scncol Lid

11-13 18 18
9

Total 89 . 31

1004
0( 8
”33

o~
C.
»

Source: Compiled from Congressional Quarterly Veekly Revort,

December 3, 1965, pp. 2422-2L423 and April 2, 1965, pp. 60C-601.

of the 1965 bill played a role in attracting the votes of these

Republicans and Southern Democrats from wrban districts.
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TABLE 20 B

PROPORTION OF SOUTHIRN DLNMCCRATS VOTING 1
FOR SCHOOL AID, BY PERCENT URBAX 1]

OF DISTRICT, 1965

District: Total durber Voting Percent
Percent Urban Districts . Yes on Aia Voting Yes

High Urban
(70-100%) 20 15 75%

Medium Urban

(40--69%) 37 11 30
Low Urban ;
(0~39%) . 32 5 16 i
Total 89 31 35% éf

. s 5
o Source: Compiled from U.S., Burcau o the Cens sus, cenrressional ;ﬂ
Pl District Data Book (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Erintin Cifice, f

1963) ead Congressional Guarterly weexlv Report, April 2, 1965, ©p. ;i
600-601. |

1

IV. The American President as
Legislative Initiater

fﬂ Inasruch as the congressional component of the national

U
-

Democratic Party did not initiate but responded to the proposal

S as drafteu v, the executive branch, it is necessery to examine the

other major result of the 1964 national election: <+the selection of

Lyndon Johnson as President. Vhat kind of leadership, if indeed

any, did he contribute to his party's pledge to establish a Lrogram

of federal assistance for education?
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Chief of Stéte, Chief Executive, Supfeme Cdmmaﬁder cf the
Armed Forces, Chief Diplomat, Voice of the People, World Leader,
Chief of Party, and Chief Legislator ere among the many well kncwﬁ
roles or "hats" of the ﬁmericaﬂ.President.zé It is important <o
note, however, as ﬁichard Heustagk has pointed out, that the Presi- )
dent must wear all the hats at once since his behavior in any onc
sphere has implications for all the others.27 A study of the Presi-
deucy per se would no doubt emphasize the complex interreliaticonships
among these roles; however, given the nature of this investigetion,
this discussion will focus on the President as Chilefl Legislatcer,
or put in the terms we have utilized as a soﬁrce of legislative input.
A variety of factors, including the emergence of America as
a world power, the growth of the Executive Branch, the ccrmunications
revolution, and the industrialization and urbanization of Lmerican

. 28 . . . , . .
society, have contributed to tiae expansion of the Preszdential

office far beyond the limits conceived oy the authors of the Consti-

0

tution. For example, all. the Constitution states on the President’
legislative role is that he "shall from time to time give the Congress

informaticn of the state of the Union, and reccmmend to their considera-
tion such measures as he shall Jjudge necessary and -expedicnt o o . "

Yet in modern times the Executive has become the primary initiator

of most mejor bills. Rossiter has suggested thet this development

26Clinton Rossiter, The fmerican Presidency (Few York:
The New Americen Library, 195¢), Chapter I.

2TRichard Neustadt, Presidential Pover (New York: The New
Anmerican Library, 1960), Preface, VIIL.

28For a discussion of these factors see Nelson Poisby,

Congress and the Presidency (Englewood C1liffs: Prentice-iull, Inc.,
1935,’ ppe 12-1 ° .
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is basically due to the increased "complexity of the problems"
confronting the nation. He continues by asserting that:

The President alone is in a political, constituticnal,
and practical positicn to provide such leadership, and he is
therefore expected, within the linits of constitutional and
political propriety, to guide Cengress in wuch of its. law-
making activity.

This dimension of Presidential functions requires, among other things,
the meking of decisions concerning legislative prioritiez. Given
the limits of time and erergy, the President is faced with the task

-

of deciding which problems among the vast array existing in the nation

and the world he will attempt to treat and waich of his proposuls

;iﬁ: are most vital, requiring his utmost attention.

The linkage betwéen this perennial problem of priorities

;jL and federal school aid is suggested by one student of the aid movement
who concludes his analysis by constiructing an ideal pattern that must

mesh together if a federal aid bill is to be realized, The primary

.9

ingredient of this formula is a President who is more than merely

1

in favor of federal aid for education, ' the President would have

Lo - - L
S S U UUUU

-

to be for it in a broad and ccmprehensive way, and feverishly enough
n30

e -
-

to give it a top priority in his progeram. To what extent hus

A e =
I

: school zaid received this kind of attention; how willing have postwor

Bkt el
1

Presidents been to lend substantial amounts of prestige eand persuasicon

pte i T

to the cause of federal aid to education? lMore specifically, how

i _ does Fresident Johnson's commitment to federal scheol aid compare to

3

e . .
e Arerican Presidency, pe 19,

3 “ 3Orcoert Bendiner, Obstacle Course on Capitol Eill (liew

York: McGraw Hil. Boock Company, 1964), p. 192.

-
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that of other Presidents and what was his part, in the proponent

-victery of 19657 - C"

A consideration of comparatife Presidenfial views on and
attention to school aid plus pre 1dent1al ability to influence Congress
is necessary to fashion adequate enswers to these Guaes tlonu. ‘ihe
latter, of course, is easier said than done, Although attempts nave
been made to compare and rank the effectiveness of Presidents,3l one
nust recognize that the multitude of:var;ables involved makes such

‘tomparisons only suggestive.

V. Postwar Precidents and Federal
Aid for Iducatiocn

President Truman, as noted earlier, was elected on a plate

form vwhich endorsed federal aid for education and he mede it rart of

s "Fair Deal" program which was presented to the 8lst Congress.

In his Stete of the Union Messege of 1949 he stated:

B We are not yet assuring all the children of our nation
< the opportunity of receiving the tasic education which is
‘{ . necessary tc a strong democraey « « » o 1 cannot repect
‘o too strongly my desire for prompt federal financial =2id %o

: the states to help them operate and mzintain their school
ft systens.,
i

el ¥esb Lo oL b :
Rk AN B

Li ' Although a school ald bill did pass the Senate during tnat yeer, the

Haer

o House proposal launched a bitter controversy over parcchial school aid

T ;
AV E S e e o
S i E8

;i that has oOnly been metched by the 1961 conflict. Subcommittee chaire
y.»‘;

A
P e

3 e

rpan Graham A. Barden (D., N.C.) introduced a bill authorizing grants of

e

TR

3lsee, for example, Arthur M. Schlesinger, Sr., Faiths to the
Present (New York: MaelMillan Company, 1949), ppe. 93-111 and Artnur
M. Schlesinger, "Our Presidents: A Rating by 75 Historians," New
York Times "ara21na, July 29, 1962, p. 12,

S OREE - SUN S
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o

Popmwtnyity

32Pub11c Papers of the Presidents of the United Stutes, lorry
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Orflce,

i i




$300 million annually, but restricted the aid to public schools.

When the bill created a deadlock over aid to private schcols ab the

‘full Committee level, thé issue gained nation-wide ettention as

Cardinal Spellman and Mrs. Eleanor Koosevelt became involveé in &

public conflict over the daispute.

Although President Truman did mot engage in a major effert

to resolve the impasse, the intensity of the conflict uukes it douvte

ful that action on his part would have settled the cuestion., 4AdGdi-

tionally, other aspects of his domestic program, such a5 nLis compulsory

health insurance plan, the establishment of a new executive Dcpartzent

of lealth, Education, and Security, the repecal of the Tafi-Hariley

Act, and abolishment of the poll tax, were all experiencing difficulties
which meant his attention to school aid was necessarily limited.
Consequently, although President Truman favered federal assistonce,
nis difficulties with his overall domestic program and the heatcd
religious conflict swrrounding the aid issue during his term afforded
him little opportunity to assume a leadership role relative to federal
aid for education.

A forecast of the fate awaiting federal aid under Presidert
?w; Eisenhower was also revealed &ﬁring the 1949 action. As Precident
f'l ' _of Columbia University, Dwight Eisenhower sgnt a letter to the House

Subconmittee on Education in which he expressed approval of federal

s¢hcol aid to only those eareas where the tax-paying pctential could

not provide a@eqnate education. It is significant that he also
) . . w .
5 remarked: "

W
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I would flatly oppose any grant by the Federal Governuent
to 2ll states in the Union for educational purposes « « o &
Unless we are cereful even the greai and necessary educationul
processes in our country will beccme yet another vehicle by
which the believer in paternalism, if not outright sccialiczm,
will gain still additional power for the central government,-~

With this conception of federal zidé and the fact thut he wes
elected on a platform which clearly opposed aid to education, it 1s
not surprising thot President Eisenncwer was opposed to cchecl zid
during his first term. IHis reservations were expressed in nis budget
ressage of January 21, 1954, when he stated:

I do not underestimate the difficulties facing the states
and communities in attempting to solve the problens created
by the great inerease in the nuuber of chiléren of scnool
age, the shortage of qualiified teachers, and the overcrowaing

of classrooms . « « o At the same time? I do not accept the
simply remedy of Federal intervention.3

Among other things he advised a VWanile House Coulerence to study
educqtior provlems, particulerly the cuestion of federal invoivement,
vefore any congressional action was taken.

The White.House Conference on Educetion began in Ioveﬁber,

N

1955, amidst charges that it was stacked by those who opposec Iederal
aid. Its eventual endorsement of school 2id, however, mufiled critics,.
Subsequently, the Eisenhower Administration modified its opposition
toward aid and proposed a school comstruction bilil in 1556, which

ol

b

uwnfortunately for the proponents, became entangled with the segregat

issue and vas defeated on the House floor. A year later & similar

33Quoted in Congressional Quarterly Service, Federal Role in
Zducation (Washington, D.C.: 1965), p. 19.

3thblic Paners of the Presidents of the United States,

Dwight D. Eizenhower, 1954 (Washington, D.C.: UsS. Governrent Printing

. Office, 1960), pp. 151152,
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proposal was killed in the House by a vote of 208-203 (111 Republicans

voted against the bill while 77 voted for it) as both Republicans

‘and Democrats charged President Eisenhower with providing less thun

enthusiastic backing for his own bill. One veteran supporter of

education aid in the Senate summarized the sentiments at a later date

-

when he remarked:

It was what the administration did--or didn't Go--that
killed the legislation. 7The truth of the matter was that
Eisennower never wanted Federal aid. I think some of his
friends on the golf course must have t0ld hin that it was
creeping socialism. I really do. In 1957, the bill lost
in the House by 5 votes. He could have had a vill., A few
phone calls to members of Congress, 'This is the President
of the United States calling Congrezsman so and so'--ané
he'd have gotten the votes. If he had called up Charlie
Halleck and Joe Martin and said 'I want the votes,' he could
have gotten them. The struggle would never have beenu as
close as it was., He Just didn't want a bill, He did
nothing and in that situation, inaction meant,'No.'35

Certainly it is clear that President Eisennower was anything
but "feverishly" in favor of federal aid; his original opposition
to the policy and his general budgetary philosophy did not result
in a strong Presidentizl effort to initiate such a prograz.

President Kennedy presented a striking contrast; he mcde
federal aid to education, as noted previously, onec of the 1950 cam=
paign issues and a key item of his domestic program. Xis zoncern |

with the question is testified to by Theodore Sorensen who has

written that education was "the one domestic subject that mattered

most to John Kennedy . . « » Throughout his campaign and throughout

his Presidency, he devoted more time and talks to this single topic

than to any other dcmestic issue."36

35Quoted in Munger and Fenno, op. cit., p. 1k9. Also see

Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1957, p. 592.
36Kbnnegx (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 19€5), p. 358.




President Kennedy's first education message to Congress

. reflected his commitment to school aid. In it he reguested a progremn

of $2.3 billion in grants for three years to be used for school

.-
i 3
&~ |
il
i

by

F

construction and boosting teachers® salaries, loans to colleges of

aimost $2.8 billion to be used over a five-year period for constructicn

"‘:""'\:{“ ~ n.;;_;'.s{:f _—

purposes, and grants of $892 million for four-year federal college

;;4 , scholarships.37 The hitch, of course, was that none of the elementary
| and secondary school funds would be available to private schools.

As the discussion in the preceding chapter pointed out, this provie
~sion eventually spelled the -doom of the Kennedy aid program. Although
the request was repeated in 1962, the intensity of the 1961 fight
discouraged both the Administration and congressional proponents from

making another major effort.

There is little doubt that President Kennedy strongly favored
school ajid, but his willingness to exert his full resources on Cong;;ss
to0 enact & program has been questioned. Price has suggested that in
< the process of weighing the costs involved in the school fight against
his total legislative progrem the President "epparently decided to
knuckle under on aid to éﬁncation.“ His study of the 1961 schcbl
aid action led to the conclusion that: "The President was simply not
prepared to Jeopar@ize his whole legislative progren--and rerhaps

3 his chances for re-election-=by a bitter fight to the death for

aid to education."3°
ﬁfj ‘ : 37Puhlic Papers of the Presidents of the United States, Jokn F.,
! Kennedy, 1231 {Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962),
£
Y 38Hugh Dougles Price, "Race, Religion, and the Rules Committee:
g The Kennedy Aid-to-Education Bills," in Alan Westin (ed.), The Uses
iFW | of Power (New York: Harcourt, Brace, and World, Inc., 1962), p. 68.




One nmight also add the observation that hed Kennedy decided

to do the opposite there was no guarantee that victory would result.

Indeed., given the Fresident's campaign pledge on the question of
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private school aid, the fact that he was the first Catholic President,

and the rigidity of the variocus groups on the issue, there apparentliy
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was little roox for Presidential manuvergbility that would have
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resolved the conflict.

VI. President Lyndon Johnson
end Federal School Aid
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The Democratic landslide of 1664 not only resulted in a more

<Pt

liveral Congress, but it returned to the White Kouse & President who,
like his predecessor, enthusiastically endorsed an expancded federal
role in the field of education. Prezident LynéonuJohnson cleaxrly
made federal aid to education at all levels one of the paramount
features of the "Great Society." He repeatedly emphasized that "every
child must be encouraged to get as much education as he has the

ability to teke." In his State of the Union Message on January k, 1965,

S TT S

he designated educetional goals to head the national agenda: "I pro-

=

e

pose we begin & program in education to insure every American child
the fullest development of his miné and skills." His education message

of January 12, 1965, reaffirmed this priority:

Nothing matters more to the future of our country: not
our military preparedness, for armed might is worthless if
we leck breinpower to build a worldé of peace; not our

. productive economy, for we cannot sustain growth without
trained manpover; not our democratic system of government,
for freedom is fragile if citizens are ignorant . « « «
{Therefore] we must demand that owr schools increese not
only the quantity but the quality of America’s education .
e o o I urge that we now push ahead witia the No. 1 business
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of the American people-~the education of our youth in
the preschools, elementary and secondary schools, and
in the collegess and universities.
With a more than two-to-one Democratic majority in Congrecc,

President Johnson wasted little time in moving to cenvert these

~words into action. His desire to have the Elemeniary and Seccndary

Education Act of 1965 pessed and his willingness to exert every
available resource to 4o so have been commented on by friend and
foe alike, One Administration official, for instance, who worked
in both the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations, cormmented on
Johnson's keea interest in the matter in the following way:

I doen't know what other Presidents think and cere

about but this one really cares about cducation. With

all due respect to Kennedy we never had the cooperatlon

or °~  pressure from the Vhite HYuse like we've had

with Johnson, He simply was deternined to get this

thing through and everyone knew it.
A representative of a major interest group which worked closely
with the Administration on the bill also praised the President's
intimate support: "He supported it to the hilt. If a Ccngressman
wasn't going to vote for the bill, Johknson wanted to know perscnally
who he was and why he wasn't going to vote for it."

On the other hand, opponents of the measure claimed that
President Johnson's menner of backing the proposal resulted in
"railroading" the bill through the legislative process and reducing
the legislative branch of the national government to & "rubber stawmp."

These aecusations stemmed in part from the fact that the President

insisted that the bill be processed as quickly as possible and without

395enate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, Zlementery and

‘Secondary Education Act of 1965: Backeround Materiszl with Related

Presidential Recommendations, 80th Congress, 1st Session 11905), pp. 12-13.
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m‘m:bvision to reduce the possibility of repeating a serious religicus

dispute over the issue. To meet these demands committee chairmen

in both chambers were called upon to hold hearings on Saturdays

(almost unheard of early in a congressional session), amendments were

strongly resisted by the proponents in committee executive meetings

and on the floor, plus great pressure was put on the Cenate to pass

& bill exactly in the same form -as the House version to avert the

need for a conference, thereby circumventing the House Rules Committee.,
The dissatisfaction aroused by these procedures, even among

supporters of aid, was summarized by Senator Prouty (D., Vt.):

The Constitution of the United States vests legislative
power in the Senate and the House of Representatives, lNow,
by decree of the President of the United States, the Senate
is to be-shorn of its equal share of that power. This im-
porbant and complex piece of legisletion--~on which your corme
ittee heard more than 90 witnesses whose testimony filled
6 volumes and more than 3,200 pages--is to pass this body
without a2 dot or comma changed; this by fiat from the Chief
‘Executive « o o o

The intent of the sponsor of this legislation-~the Presi-
dent of the United States-=-is that the Senate passively accept
his decree and pess this bill in exactly the form voted upon
by the other body « « «

Today mey be the day when the Senate of the United States,
after 176 years of greatness, yields to the insistent demand
of a Chief Executive its right and duty to perform its true
legisiative function."0 '

The fact that some may view Fresident Johnson's role in the
proceedings as "presidential leadership" and others as "political
axrm-twisting" is a secondary point. The primary fact is that ne .

pushed for federal school aid li):: n0 other postwar President has and

Y0congressional ecord, April 7, 1965, pp. TO6L=T065. Also
see Roger* A. Freecman, "sAow to Reilroad a School Bill," National
Review, 17:419-422, Mey 18, 1965, and "Through the Back Door,
Nation, 200:43k4, April 26, 1965.
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he was successful. In terms of the Presidential dimension of the

1965 school aid victory, why was this so; why is it that'President
Johnson succeeded when all other Presidents have witnessed the defeat

of their school aid proposals?

ke

In addition to the factors discussed in previous chapters,

there are several characteristics which are unique to President
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T TR

Ue
L SN

Johnson which help to answer 4¢his question., His legislative achieve-

ments in the field of education nmust be viewed in the context of

his personal interest in this area, his Buge victory and the Democratic

WPC Cle| SR REANIL VLG

Party lendslide in the 1964 election, his overall legislative accomplish- ‘l

ments, end his much heralded ability to understand and work with

~
YT T

Congress.

Trme

The positive congréssional response to his programs is

explained, in part, by the fact that Mr. Johnson was elected by
a plurality of almost 16 million votes, the greatest Presidential
| margin in American history. Contrasted, for example, to President
;‘ Kennedy's slight victory (see Table 21), this impressive mandate at
%a the polls provided President Johnscn with e significant leveX in dealing

with Congress. He could convincingly argue, as he did, that the

public had clearly erdorsed his policy orientations azd he was responsi-

ble as was the Congress for fulfilling the mandate.

An equally important factor is thet his personel sweep at ) 'g

. the polls was also largely responsible for his party's gain in seats )

within the legislative branch. Surely the fgrtyneight.;epiesqntatiues

who won formerly held Republican districts in the 1964 election were L

§§ ' %o some extent indebted to.Johnson's "coattails" and would bz expected
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TABLE 23

- PLURALITY OF DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE
SEATS AND PLURALITY OF PRESENTIAL VOTE,

1948-1964
Democratic Plurality ' Popular
of Seats Vote

House Senate President Plurality
1948 92 12  Truman 2,135,747
1950 36 ‘ 2
1952 -8 1 Eisenhower 6,621,242
195k 29 |
1956 33 2 Eisenhower 9,567,720
1958 128 | 30
1960 89 - 28 Kennedy 112,803
1962 ° 83 36 | |
1964 155° 36 Johnson 15,952,085

Source: Derived from Congress end the Hation (Congressional
Quarterly, Inc., 1965), pp. 63-66.

N
to support most of the Precident's legisletive requests. : As hes
éheady been pointed out, this increased margin of liberal Democratic

representatives furnished the President with a party advantage that

certainly lubricated the congressional process for both his educational

" and non~education programs. In sum, this plurality in popular votes

l"3"1.‘he' seventy-one Democratic freshmen supported the President

on 89 per cent of twelve key roll call votes identified by Congressional

Quarterly and on 83 per cent of the sixty-six roll call votes held by

August of 1965. Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, August 27, 1965,

p. 1746,




B e

SN

and in party make-up of the legislature was greater for Mr, Johnson

than for any other postwar President and consequently made the oppor-
tunity for enacting a federal school eid bill, considering his great
interest in doing so, unusually good. |

Although e large numerical majority in the legislature may
present & President with the opportunity of fulfilliing his agenda,
it is not axiomatic that lerge majorities equal great legislative
records. Members of the party with a considerahle edge are arpt to
decide that their votes on a particularly sensitive question, such
as federal aid to education, are not vital. The argument that "the
President really needs you on‘this one" is much less effective than
in the situation where the mejority is narrow and every vote is crucial,
Therefore, it is quite tempting for those in the majority to subordinate
party loyalty when there is g conflict between Presidential wishes
and constituency opinions or special interest. A large mejority carries
with it the additiopal danger that the opposition party and the press,
will eventuelly stress the argument that the President is dictating to
the legislature. A continuous repetition of this "rubber stamp"”
accusation may pressure members of the majority to rebuff the President
in order to maintain congressionsl independence and prerogatives.

Both of these hazards were confronted by President Johnson
during the first session of the &9th Congress, but as the data ineluded
in Table 22 indicate; he was extremely successful in overcoming then.

It points out that of the 469 propesals he submitted to the Congress

321 or 68.4 per cent were approved, an all-time high since such scores

have been systematically kept. Obviously, there are several pitfalls




TABLE 22

PRESIDENTIAL LEGISIATIVE SCORES: 1953-1965

"Proposals Approved by Approval

* Submitted Congress Score
R 1954 (Eisemhower) . . 232 150 64.7%
k 1955 207 96 46.3
1-?_ 1956 225 103 45.7
%‘: 1957 206 - .76 36.9
j5§’ 1958 234 310 47.0
1959 238 . 9 0.8
{3 1960 . 183 56 30.6
% 1961 (Kennedy) 355 SR X (- L8.k
,g@ 1962 298 - 133 bL.6
2 % 1963 401 109 27.2
’ . 1964 ‘(Johnson) 217 125 57.6
. 1965 469 321 684

W ELT IR

Source: Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, Noverber 19,
1965, p. 23hl.
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in taking comparative legislative boxscores 400 seriously. However,

used with caution they do provide at least a rough estimate of how

well a President has done with his legislative program and how he
canpares with other Presidents. In such terms, President Johnson ‘ ‘ 1

would have to rate highly not only for the proportion of proposals

approved but for the number put forth for congressional consideration.
In fact, if the number of proposals in Table 22ere broken down into
those which Congressional Quarterly ‘designates as roll call votes vwhich
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"pregent clear-cut tests of support," then Johnson's legislutive

success is the highest attained by any President since that pubtlica-

tion began its Presidential support studies in 1953. Of 2Th4 such

roll call votes in the first session of the 89th Qongress, g3 per

cent, were apprsved. This proportion was five points higher than

Przsident Johnson's own 1964 score and exceeded the score of £7.1

per cent made by President Kennedy in 1963 and 89 per cent achicved

by President Lisenhower in 1953.1’2
Certainly the fact of perty majority was an important aspect

of what has been referred to as "unquestionably one of the most glittering

records of legiszlative accomplishment in history"u3 but as has zlready

been suggested, the President must be particularly skillful in dealw-

ing with a Congrese that is characterized by a large party majority.

The fact that Lyndon Johnson has been proficient is attested to by

the évidence included above and the reams of newspaper accounts which

have utilized every conceivable adjective in describing his ability

in handling the Presidential job. Few would disagree with the state-

ment of one close observer Qr the Washington scene that "Mr. Jchnson

is the most expert politician, the most artful accumulator and dispenser

of power, and the most dominant personality to sit in the White House

since Franklin Roosevelt."hh

There are many personal factors which reportedly underpin

President Johnson's ability to get his programs through Congress: his

4250e Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, November 26, 1965,
P. 23870

434ew York Times, September 5, 1965, p. .

Wipon Wicker, "The Awesome Twosome," New York Times Magazine,
January 30, 1966, p. 6.
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‘zine, Jenuary 17, 1965, p. 8.

long experience in the Congress, his skill in accumuleting power
and astuteness in utilizing it, his ability to sense public opinion

45

on an issue, - his touch for great timing, and on and on. One factor,

however, is repeatedly emphasized in the more extensive accounts which
deal with this topic: Mr. Johnson understands and appreciates tle
internal workings of Congress and has the greatest reservoir of
informal congressional relations of any other recent President, and
probably any President in American history. James Reston put it well
vhen he wrote that President Johnson

o « o accepts the Congressional system the way it ise-

warts and all. Kennedy was in the Congress, Johnson

is of it. He struggled to the top through the system

and therefore thinks it's all right. He is not a critic

of the elders of the Congress but their companion. He

has lived with them for 30 years, spoken for them in their

elections, stood un with them at their family weddings

and christenings and funerals; drunk whiskey with them ‘

in Mr. Sam BRayburn's 'board of education' hideaway in
the House.h6

President Johnson's part in the passage of the 1965 Education
Act must be viewed as one thread and a key one, within this general
picture of unprecedented Presidential influence. His great personal
interest in education ( it is reported he would like to be known as
the "Education President"), the party line-up, and his remarkable
talent for dealing with Congress alill favored the enactment of a school

aid bill. Additionslly, it is elso important to note that Mr, Johnson,

l‘SPress Secretary, Bill Moyers, for example, claims that the
Prosident has "a great natural gift for knowing, feeling and sensing
the mood of the American people . « « o+ I think he has antennae that
give or take one or two degreess, keeps him pretty closely attuned to

the problems, moods and attitudes of the people," New York Times,
November 1, 1965, p. 3.

h6James Reston, "What's He Like?" The New York Times Maga-
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not being a Catholic, was in a guch better position to propose
an education bill which included some assistance to non-public
sciiools. With the racial. issue generally neutralized, this was
done skillfully enough so that the one remaining issue vhich had
the greatest potential for blocking his proposal did not re-explode.

In conclusion, all the available evidence makes it clear that Presi-
dent Johnsoir deeply desired a federal aid to education program and

he pressed with a sure hand as no other postwar President had to

insure its enactmenﬁ.

This chapter has attgmpted to denmonstrate that the overwhelming
Democratic victory of 196k at both the congressional and Presidential
levels presented an opportunity and eventually the realization of
nassing a federal aid to education bill. The election triuxph made
possible the articulation of the Democratic Party's long-time interest
in the issue of school aid and supplied the party with a leader who
was deeply committed to the cause of federal school aid, gave it high
priority on his legislative agenda, and used his resources to push

the enactment of the proposal.
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CHAPTER V

ALTERATIONS WITHIN THE POLITICAL SYSTEM
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I. Introduction
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All of the changes examined to this point in the study
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“1

I

involve alterations in the environment of the leglslative system
and constitute, in terms of the Iramework being utilized, new
inputs. One might presume tnat the described alterations among
these factors would be sufficient to account for the new policy
output. Although tempting, this is not a safe assumption. Exter-

nal changes do not automatically bring about innovation witain

¥ _ | the gystem and in its policy outputs for the simple reason that
§  | : the institutional structure of the system is rigged against
producing change. This blas against-innovation derives from the
fact that the proponenté of a new policy must win approval from
the two House committees; a Senate comhittee. both legislative

bodies, the House Rules Committee a second time if a -conference

1
is necessary, the President, and finally, if the pollicy is to be ?w
. carried out, the Appropriations Committee. On the other haind, |

. l

* the opponents of innovation need %o block 2 proposal at only one |

of these hurdles to prevent iis realization.
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¥l . Given this decentralization ofipower in the congressional

systen, thé opponents of federal school aid bills have found the
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e « « « It is plain that sponsors of Federal aid to the B

- -+ but simply because a minority used the arrangements in ques-

;[ , al reform of the national legislature, it is important to note that
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- dnternal institutional structure an important advantage in their
efforts to defeat proposals( In fact, one studeat of the history
of federal aid to education has interpreted the proponent failure,
prior to 1965, as basically a result of the formal institutional
structure of Congress. He has written:

schools have again and again been bilked of their prize
solely by the mechanical arrangemenis of the hatlonal i
legislature. That is to say, they nave been beaten not
becauss a majority of the Conzress deciced, after reasonable
thought, that the scheme was contrary to the public gzood,
tion to have its oun way « « « a standing comnittee of the
House regularly buried the legislation in the 1940's, come=
times by a single vote; riders and tricky maneuvers killed it
on the floor throughout the following decade; and since then

- it has twice been done ?o death by that peciuliar instititlon,
the Committee on Rules.

Although much has been uritten about the need for instititione

the institutional system serves a variety of functions, even for
thoseﬁﬁho often criticize it. It is a fairly well knouwn fact, for

P example, that congressmen have on ccecasion written home to their con~
| stituents complaining about the Rules Committee blocking a piece of
legislation and at the same time have encouraged mewbers of the Rules

Committee to keep the measure from the £loor.© Consequently, an

instituticn2l interpretation of proponent failure may tend to simplify
 the underlying politics of the school aid issue and must be considered

S
R .
R )

'with this reservation in mind.

'Robert Bendiner, Obstacle Course on Gapitol Hill (New York: i
McGraw Hill Book Company, 1964), pe. 207. o

ZIbig.. D. 155, Also see Koward W. Smith, "In Defenss of the
House Rules Committee," in Joseph S. Clark (ed.), Consressional “
eform: Problems a s New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Coampany, O

i - 1965), pp. 18=130.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

According to the institutional perspective, change in past outcomes
can occur if imstitutional alterations are made which reduce the
ability of a powerful few situated at key junctions in the systen
to block the will of the majority. In other words, change is
more likely to come about when the structure is altered to facili-
tate a more fluid fiow of majority wishes. The primary objective
here, then, is essentially to describe changes within the systen
which increased the probability that the 1965 bill would reach the
House floor for a vote, since the structural features of that
chamber have most often contributed to past proponent failures.

" Tn this context, there were three institutional changes made
pridr t0 1965 which were instrumental in paving the way for the
eventual passage of the 1965 Education Act. These changes include the
revision of the party ratio in the House Committee on Education and
Labor in 1959, the shift from Graham Barden to Adam Clayton Powell
as qhéirman of that oommittee in 1961, and the temporary expansion

of the House Rules Committee in 1961 and its psrmanent expansion in

1963. A discussion of each of these changes and their respective
roles in making the 1965 proponent victory possible constitutes
the focus of this chapter.

II. The House Comaitteec on

Eduecation and Labor

In contrast to the Senate, where federal aid bills uere

“approved in 1948, 1949, 1960, and 1961 befors the 1965 enactment,

the House of Representatives has been.a hostile environgent for

schoolyaid,proposals. The lack of earlier proponent success in the
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House stems from the basic fact that the supporters of aid were

unable to accomplish the most elementary victory, that is, to
muster sufficient strength in the House Committee on Education
and Labor to have a bill favorably reported. As Figure 2 indicates,
the proponents were usually able to secure Committee hearings
during the years after iﬂorld Wor II; however, it was not until
1955 that a 0ill was finally reported from the Committee.

In an attempt to explain this action, Richard Fenne has
called attention to several characteristics of the Committee
which have made gene_ral consensus building difficult and concurrence
on the issue of school aid particularly formidable.2 He notes that
"nearly all of its members agree that it is probably the most diffi-

| cult House committee in which tb achlieve a consensus and the easiest

in which to promote 2.. prolong conflict."¥ The factors under-
pinning this assessment pertain to the nature of the Committee's
jurisdietion, the co;xxf:ositic;n of its membership, and its decision=-
naking proceduress

Much of the Committee's preoccupation with conflict instead
of consensus building results from the fact that niany of the most
controversial and highly partisan domestic issues fall within tne
Cormittee’s jurisdicﬁj.on. With responsibilities spanning from the

© Paft-Hartley Bill (the Committee’s first major bill) to the current

Anti-Poverty legislation, it 1s understandable that one meuber

commented that "this is probably the most partisan Committee in

3seo Chapter V in Frank Munger and Richard Fenno, National

Polities and Federal Aid %o Education (Syracuse: Syracuse University

Press, 1962§ and "The House of Representatives and Federal Ald to

Bducation," in Robert L., Peabody and Nelson We Polsby, ede, New Porse
ectives on the House of Renresentatives (Chicago: Rand McXally &

Company, 1963), PPe 195-235. . g
_."'Munger and Fenno, Ibid., ps 109.
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FIGURE 2
HOUSE ACTION CN FEDERAL AID FOR
" EDUCATION BILLS: 1945-1565
Ap-
™ Con= Re~ proved
nittee ported by De= Cone
Hear- from Rules bated Passed fer- Signed

Cone- ings Cof= CONie on by ence DLy .
gress JYear Held = mittee mittee [Floor House Held President

1945 = = = =
80th 1947 ———
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82ng 1951
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86th 1959
87¢r  1961°

1962 __
88th 1963 ==——————
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B8oth 1965 (none) _
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" the Housa, because this 1a where the fundamental philosophical
battles are foughts*’ Given such a situation, flexibility is
generaily:laekiﬁg‘ﬁﬁd'compromise is ha;d to come by. This was
stressed by a former commitice member who recalled thg feaeral
aid fight during the 1950's: “Some of us were unalterably
opposed to Federal ald and some on the other side were Just as
unnlterébly in favoy of it + . « « Thsre weren't many minds changed
by discussion."6
How .ser, as Fenno has pointed out, issues alone do not
wroduce conflict; it is the personnel on the Comeitiee and their
relativqiperspectives on issueé which ¢au$e disagreement. In this
sense; the composition of the Coammiitee's membership is a vital
factor and as Masters has noted: | |
| The assignment of members to the Education and Labor
Comnittee = with jurisdietion over the explosive issues of
schiool aid, segregation and labor management relations - has
called for the most careful attention to the constituencies
of applicants « « « » It is no place for a neutral when
there are 50 many belligerents around. !
Both of the political parties recognize this fact and attempt to
control the composition of the membership through careful assigne-
' ments procedures. The Democrats have promoted their perspective
in the Committee by encoureging the appointment of "dependable"
liberals-~"those who can afford politically to take an outright
pro=labor position"a--and limiting the assignment of Southerners.

The Republican party leaders, on the bthar hand, protect their

Squoted in Ipid.s p. 110,
61hig,

7Nicholas A. Masters, "House Committee Assignmenﬁ."
American Politica) Science Review, Vol. LV (June, 1961), pe 354
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influence in the Committee by assigning to it those who are not
moderate on labor-management issues but strongly pro-managemen.t.9
These assignment practices tend to accentuate the philo-
sophical and partisan division among members resulting from the
issues raised by the_jurisdiction of the Comniittee. The relative
intensity of this split is reflected by the data included in Table
23. It compares the ideological diZferences between Demcerats and

Republicans in the House as a whole and to the same variations in

the Senate. These differences are derived frou 2 series of roll

call votes selected by Congressional Quarteriv in 1961 and 1965 to
distinguish, as‘noted earlier, those congressnen whé support 2
larger federal role in domestic affairs (e.g., liberals) from those
who are apposed to a larger federal role (e.g., conservatives). The
table shows the mean percentage ¢f each groupfs vote for an expanded
federal involvemont. |

The results of botﬁ the 1961 and 1965 analysis indicate that "«
the ideological variation within the House Committes is greater than
the disagreement between the opposing party nembers on the same issues
in the House as a whole. In both instances the mean percentege dif-
ference between Comnittee Democrats and Republicans was about 20
per eent greater than between all House Democrats and Republicans,

although the Republican percentage has inereased significantly during

‘the four-year period.

The pattern in the Senate is quite different. The 1961
variation in voting behavior along party lines beilween Senate Comnit-

tee members and all Senators was small. Additionslly, the convergehce

9This stress by both parties on appointing members according
to their-vigws on labor, not .education, is another factor unich influe
ences the lack of consensus on the issue of school aid.
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TABLE 23

EDUCATION COMMITTER MEMBERS FAVORING A LARGER
FEDERAL ROLE COMPARED TO HOUSZE AND SENATE AS A ViHOLE,

All House Democrats
411 House Republicans
Difference
Comnittee Democrats
Coxmittee Republicans

Difference

All Senate Denocrats
All Senate Republicans
| Difference
Committee Democrats
Committee Republicans

Difference

Source: Conzrassional 0

1961 AND 1965

Mean Percentage of Votes for
Larger Federal Role

(10 Ro;iééalls) (13 R;2i50alls)
784 79%
2 33
66 L6
91 95
A 0
8y . ‘65
(10 Roll Calls) - .(12 Roll Calls)
| 675 823
-2 L6
35 36
90 99
-2 R
33 Ko

aarserly Ueelcdy Renors, October

20, 1961, pp. 1751=1763 and December 3, 1965, Ppe 2417-2420.




of views is more appareht in.the Senate Committee where both
Democraty and Republicans have indicated a greater willingness

to support enlarged federal activity than their respective
counterparts in the entire Senate. This pattern at the Comnittee,
level contributes to the favorable action federal ald proposals
have received in the Senate. In contrast to this relative agrec-
ment in the Senate Committee, the House Committee Democrats voied
ddring both periods more liberally wvhan 21l ilouss Democrats wacress
Comnittee Republicans voied mors conservatively than all Republicans.
This fact illusirates the basic discordance in the Housze Committee
and underpins the past difficulties faced by school aid proponents
in guiding legislation through the Housc.

The combination of jurisdictional and wembership chapractere
istics of the House Committee on Education and Labor obyiously
influences the nature of the Coumittee's decision-naiking procedures.
Giveﬂ these factors it is not surprising that the Coun vieels style
of decision-making does not empunasize accommodation &nd comproniss.
Iﬁ“fact. Fenno has commented: "It tends to function in & fiercely
competitive style in which the techniques are those of naked power
and ine éecision goes Lo ﬁhoever can command a simple majorily in

10 fhe informal normns wnich advance committee

2 showdoun vote."
4integration, such as mutusl respect between members of opposive
parties,. have not developed to the extent they have in other comnite

tees.11 This trait is exemplified by an exchange during the 1965

10 uncer and Fenno, 2. cite, p. 117.

11 . L) e L4 [
See, for example, Richard F. Fenno, J¥e, "Me douse ApIYO=
priations Committee as a Political Systems The Problens of Intogra=
tion," Averican Politicaj Science Revied, vI (June, 1962), 310=32%4.
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subcomnittes hearings among the Chairman of the full committee,
Adam Clayton Powell, Representative Ford (D, Mich.), and Repre-
sentative Goodell (R., Ne Y.).

CHAIRMAN

POWELL: 1iill the gentleman yield?

MR. GOODELL: I have had enough with debating with
the other side of the committee. I
would like to hear the panel ansuer
some questions. ’

MR. FORD: I may observe I have been here since
9: 0 and have not had a chance to ack
any questions.

MR. GOODZLL: You asked one earlier and you will have
a2 chance. This is the first Republican
question we have had here.

CilATIdaN The gentleman from New York has 1 nmore

POWELL: minute under the S-minute rule (which
was not observed up to thic point in the
hearings) .

MR. GOODELL: Mr. Chairman, I serve notice, then, if any
more speeches ars to be deiivered in this
subcomnittee, I will object at the end of
§ minutes under the S-minute rule ¢« o o ®
You have more power and you will SUPress, »
the minority, out you will hear fiom us.

The decision-making environnent in which the House Education
Committes functions magnifiea the significance of the ratio of Demo-
crats to Republicans on the Conmittee. If the possibilities for
cooperation and compromise are limited then decisions are indeed
2n outcome of naled power and thosewith the votes rule. In this

respect, the sweeping Democratic congressional victory of 1958 and

" the consequent alteration of the Commitiee's party ratio to produce

twenty Democrats to.ten Republicans in 1959 instead of the previous

line-up of seventeen Democrats to thirteen Republicans constitutes
one of the key institutioral changes of the federal ald movement.

: 12House Ccanittee on Education and Labor, Aid to Elensntary
and Secondapy Education, 89th Congress, st Session 1965), PPe 596=
597. . |

i

TR

H P, e 4 o

7 i A

e

JF SNSRI L S

PN S CE SR TR S S

e Enee 2,

RTINS ARE T N L o, T, o S s
R B i i
LA




T R

Pl

186

At that time, liberal committee members claimed that in

past sessions the old ratio allowed the alliance of the Republicans
with Chairman Graham A. Barden (D., N. C.) and Phil M, Landrum (D.,
Ga.) to bring about a fifteen-to-fifteen voting split thus blocking
action on education aid as well as anti-corruption labor legisla-
tion and revisions of the Tafv-iartley Act.13 This conservative
coalition permitted the opponents of federal aid14 to bottle up
proposals at the Committee level until 1955 when the Ziscnhower Ad-

ministration nresented a program and the Eisenhowor-oriented Repub-

. 1icans on the Committee joined the majority of the Democrais to

report the bill out. ' The same alignmen’ was responsible for reporting
bills out in 1956 and 1957; however, it was dissolved in 1953 when
President Fisenhower withdrew his support for federal aid and vhe

old line-up again stalled the proposal in the Coumitiee. The
installation of the new two-to-one fétio and the appointment of

five "1iberal" Democratic freshmen in 1939 were made to strengthen the
position of Cormittee liberals and give tnem a dominant majority.15
Since that alteration was made the support for federal aid within
the Committec has essentially been an all-Democratic majority (one
Republican joined the Democrats in 1960 and two in 1965 although
they did not affect the result) which has been able to process bills

through the Committee stage whenever earnest Administration requests

were made. In 1965 the bill was reported out of Committee by the

1BConr;re.ssional Quavrterly W
p. 101,

eklv Reoorh, Janvary 23, 1959,

14 .

LOn some occasions those members who generally favored
aid also voted against specific bills in commitiee due to the lack
of aid to non-public schools or the allocation foraulae

15The {ive new Democrats were Roman Ce Pucinsici (I11.),
Dominick V. Daniels (M. J.Jj, John Brademas (Ind.), Robert Giamo
(Conn.), and James G, O'Hara (Mich.).
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tuwenty-one -Democrats who were Jjoined by Republicans Ogden Reid
(N. Y.) and Alphonzo Bell (Cal.). Had the 1959 revision not been -
accomplished the committee treatment of the 1965 proposal would

probably have been more rugged. '

111,

House Comnmittee Leadershin

Another modification with the congressional system waich
has recently facilitated the task of advancing education aid propoe
sals through the House Committee was the change from Graham Barden
to Adam Clayton Powell as Chairman of the Committee in 1961. The
importance of this change in leadership stems from the power 2llc-
cated to commitiee chairmén in the national legislature. Comuitice
chairmen have at their disposalva wide assortment of powers wnich
permits them to exert a strong influence: on the fate of legislation
under their jurisdiction. The chairman, for example, controls the
agenda of his committee and schedules hearings on those bills, among
the many pénding, which he feels are most important. He determines
the work load by organizing subcomnittees, appointing theis chaire

wen, and establishing their jurisdictions. In fact, he may crezte

special subconmittees instead of standing subccmmitiees (vho generally

have more autonomy) to give himself even greater leverage. He also
makes the vital decisions concerning whcn and how long the committde
will meet, whether éhere is a quorum, ,who will'bé heard from and
for how i;ﬁg. and the size and compe%encé‘of the comuiteels staff.
Additionally, the Ehairman managesléommittea bills on the floop

and usually sits on cpnfeéence committees when legislation from

kis committee 1s under consideration. Ih suk, tho chéirman df a

-~

T ARG S0 i
e T

~ N

P
A




i §

i

ne m“wungnpmnmnmmmnmmammndﬂnmmmmmummmmmmaﬁﬁmmmnummnuuauunmammmmuummmmnWWHQMMMMMMQuﬂ'”i

ol = 2 '
TN TR :

committee has an assortment of formal povers and a variety of

informal powers which provide him with the neans to promote or
delay legislation. |

Graham Barden, during his eighi-year tenure (1951=52 and
1955-60) as Chairman of the House Cormittee on Education and Lator,
utilized every one of thece powers to bury the s éhool aid propocsals
before his committee. Fenno, for cxample, has written that Barden

1( 9
#'9  Banden

"worked tirelessly to defeact federal zid legislation.
nas been described as a2 master at using delaying taCulcb vo make
his Committee inactive. One Democratic menber of the Coumittee
commented:

He never shut any one up. He'd let you talk yourself

around the clock -and in circles if you woulde One yecar,

he brought in 92 witnesses from the Chamber of Cowmigrce on

the school bill and was going to let them all taik.

Anothier favorite delaying tactic employed by Barden uas

his authoriiy to declare the absence of a quorum o halt CO"mitueb
meetings. Bven after the 1959 ratio alteretion ne was able to

exercise this prerogativevto procrastinate Committee businéss;
Wnen liberals on the Committee attempted to hold sessions uitnout
hin but with the necessary quorum, "Barden would come, look around
and say, 'l see there!s no quorum prescnt,! bang his gavel and it
would be all over."18

Barden also used 2 host of other tactics which weighed

against any favorable action on school aid by his Committee. Among

other things, he refused to establish a regular meeting day for the

16

HAungar and.?ennb, op. _clit., ps 122, Ls a suovomnittee
chairman in 19&9 Barden initiated the blll and added much of the
subsequeat fuel 10 the religious conflict which surrounded the issue

dgring that periods - R .
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Comnittea, would not create standing subcomsittees with permanont

“areas of jurisdiction, declined to place a time limit on the

questioning of witnesses during hearings, kspt the Committee's
staff small and of little quality, and in 1956 when a school aid
bili'was reported from the Committee he demanded the right to
- . manage the floor debate énd allocated a disproportionate amount
" of time to the opponents of the bill. In sum, the House E&ucation
CSmmittee under the chairmanship of Barden was ruled by a conservaiive
- ' who uSed all his available powers to obstruct school aid legislaticn.
The proponents of federal education aid, and liberal legisla-
tion in general, were presented with an uneﬁpected treat on January
22, 1960. On that day Chairman Barden ai the age of sixty=-three
announced to the surprise of Honse leaders, including Speaker.Sam
Rayburn, that he was not going to seck election to a fourteenth
term but "was going home and tske it easy;"19 Although liberals
way have uiteréd a sigh of relief upon hearing this neus release,
it immediately became apparent that the notiflcation had a double

edge: Barden would no longer be Chairman of the House Committee
on Education and Labor but in all prgggbility-ﬁdam Clayton Powell,
e

next in seniority, would be heir to/throne. Powell!s well-publicized
conduct as a congressman of high absenteeism, high and careless
spending of public money, and difficulties with the Internal
Reven&e.'among,othér jhingsa‘earned,@im the reputation {outside his

Harlem district) of being "irrespons:lble.“20 In fact, the prospect

1996w York Timgg,'ddnhary 23, 1960, p. 1. Also seé "Bottlee
~ neck in Congress Rotyres," Businessueek, January 30, 1960, p. 93.

g, for examples,’ the New York Times editorial of %
January 24, 1960, on Povell's abilit¥ to be Chairmzn of the z
Committee. For background on Powell's political "siyle! see i+
James Q. Wilson, "Two Negro Politicians: An Interprevation, -

Miduest Journal of Political Seience, Vol. IV (Novembey, 1960), '%ﬁ
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that Powell would become the new chairman renewed the long-time

proposal to split the committee in two. Under this move Pouell
would be chairman of a new labor committee while Represecntative
Cleveland Bailey (D., W. Va;). wao had a number of hot brushes
with Powell over the issue-of school aid and segregation, would be
the chalrman of the educatlion committee.

Representative Powell, however, made it clear that he would
by no means be agreeable to such a modification and indicated that
Speaker Rayburn had.pfomised him the position as chairman of tne
full Committee.21 At a new conference Powell pledged a more liberal
and effectige Comnittee than the present one and indiczucd that
he would no longer press his antimsegregation amendment to school
aid bills if the majority of the committee did not support nim. b

He stated: Y
I don't think Mr. Barden had the friendship and rapport '
that I have with these men. IlMr. Barden is a dozgmetic men
- . with set views against which Ybung Turks on both sides of the
: ' House were rebelllng. I'm not going to be anti ar Hody or .
anything in Committee. If something like segregation cane up,
, I would accept the committee majori%y and, if need be, fight
- it doun on the floor of the House.
Soon after the Democratic victory in the fall of 1340,
Mr. Pcwell indicated that the Committee would be erganized for
action in contrast to the past. Although it was nearly tuwo monihs
bvefore the 87th Congress would convene he made assignments to all
the majority members of the Comaittee and set them to work for the

coming session. He also predicted that the Committee would approve B

21”he following day Rayburn announced that the assiganment
; | would probably be made "in the natural way" if the Democrats won
B .the election--meaning Powell would be chairman since he had the
3 senicrity. ggg_gggg;ggggg. January 24, 19480, p. 1.

226w York Times, January 23, 1960, p. 11.
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bills on minimum wage and federal aid to education within a month

after the Congress began its session,2> |

Although the Keﬂhedy education bills were reported from
comnitive the contfoversy ovzr parochial schools, as was discusscd
earlier, eventually doomed them. This occurred through no fault
of Chaliman Powell wno dropped his perennial segregabtion amendment
and advocated a compromise by suggesting limited parochial assistance
to resolve the impasse. |
Relative to miﬂimum wage legislation, he demonsirated a

similay willingness to take'positive action. Shortly after tne
Adninistration submitted its minimum-wage proposal he instructed
a subcomnittee to consider its legislation and to hold no more than
three days of hearings. This was in sharp contrast to the four
months of hearings held the yeaf'before when Barden was chairman
of the Comnittee.¥ On May 3 of that year the House finally passed
a compromise wage bill (230 to 196) and several of his colleagues
admitted that Chairman Powell exhibited unsuspecied skill during
conference hearings and in pushing the compromise legislation through 3
the House. One member of his committee, Edith Green (D., Ore.),
expressed the observation, "He sees this as the great challenge of
~hls life. He wants %o be an outstanding chairnan, "9

There is additlonal evidence to indicate that Powell secs

the Committee as an instrument of action rather than inaction. In

contrast to procedures under former Chairman Barden, Powell has

22&2&—!9!3.2§£¥%§0 November 12, 1960, p. 11

2l"See Paul Duke, "A llew Role for Mr. Powell." Tn Ronorter,
September 23, 1951, pp. =32,

S .
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'tion. Noting the Democratic majorities in both houses Powell said,

instituted practices 'such as an anti-filibuster rule which may

be used ta pravent members‘trom talking more than rive minutes
1n full Committbe dnring the discussion of bills and.has doubled
the size of the staif that served under Barden in his -effort to
speed-up the work of the Commitiee. Indeed. his reorganmzation '
of the. Committea has reporiedly. included the conszderatlon of the
installation of a new intercommunication system in his office
that would enable him to participate in absentia in subccmmittee
sessiﬁhs by cubbing in with, "This is your chairﬁan'speakinga o . ."26

certéinly'ﬁheré are many“ﬁho continue o have grave reserva-
tioﬁs'about Powell's suitability to-be a'éhngressman letalone the.
chairman of a key domestic Committee. His widely publicized jaunts
to foreign countries and the recent Néw Ib;k City lawsuit against
him provide constant fuel for such accusations. Hqgever. if one is
interasted in assessing Powell strictly on his willingness'gnd
ability to process liberal legislation through the House Commitiee
on Education and.Labor. particularly federal aid bills, it is clear
that he is a vast jmprovement over Barden. '

The part he played in the passage of the 1945 Education Act
is a good example of this appraisal. Prior to the beglnning of
the first session of the 89th Congress, Cha:xman‘Powell indicated
that federal school ald would be a top priority item in his Committee

and reaffirmed his pledge not to entangle school aid with segregs=-

"If we don’t get Federal azd tc education in this Congress, we
mnight as well forget all about it for another genmeration. u2?

zélbig.. P. 32. Also see Murray Kempton, "Adam Powell: The
Ocelot of the House of Representatives,” Ihe New Republic, 143:10-13,
May 25, 1963.

27NBWAYO!‘X€ TM@S, December, 24, 1964, p. 10,
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President Johnson delivered his education nessage on

.NJéPﬁafY’12”93§_°Fl?;53?,433? ;atengrowall.hggghis=supcommip§ge' S
. cdhdﬁ#tingwhéariﬁgé Bhwﬁhe 511i ﬁhichvlgstéd froa Jéﬁﬁafy 22’t6 .w'
'.;Fébruary 2. By“February‘s the,subcomm;ttée ¢leared the bill an& TE-
ported 1t to’the full Comuittee, all in record-time. - Indeed, action ™

‘oceurred at such.a -fast pace'thaﬁksome-individuala and gooups
accused Chairman Powell of atiempting to "rush through! the phblic

hearings on the President!s prozram before the public bacame .

" scquainted with what was involved.Z At this junction, howevsr,

Powell'once again remindéd'thosé vho might have forgotten that he
knows how to be unscrupulous in his manipulation of power. While
the hdninistration was waiting for actioh by the full Comnittes it
was disclosed‘thaf the Chairman was stalling and refused to czll
. executive.sessions on the bill. It became apparent that this action
was taken in response to the possibility that Mr. Powell's request
for comnmitiee operating funds might be trimmed. In other words,
if he did not get the committee budget he wanted, the school aid
bill would gather dust. He made it clear that this was {the case
after. the appropriation was made by statings
I consider the doﬁmittee on,Bducation and Labor tne mosi
important commitiee on domestic'legislation in Congress. . -
I held up everything until I got the money I needed to cperatie
the committee.
I have informed the White House that I will do everything I
can to get it through the committee tnis week if we nave to

meet all day every day, including Saturday, provided we can
hold a quorum on Saturday.2?

28See. for exampiég the statement made by Dr. Joacinin Prinz,

President of the American Jewish Congress, ilew York Times, January 22,

1965, po 23 |
?9Quoted in New York Times, Februsry 25, 1965, p. 16.

T
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. 'L'on Saturday six Democrcts joined the Committee's ten Republmcans [
,,tplquddenly adjourn.the meeting.by a vota.of sixteen to fifteen
thus reportedly depriving ?owgllhof.fulfilling ﬁis promise to'the-
, White House og aéproval.by the_gnd.og,tQa wgg;,39 The bill,

_unquestionably enhanced the possibilities of securing favorable

major liberal legislation would be blocked at this point in the

-
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| COnsequentLy. Powoll schedalgd the fuli Committee to meet
that Thursday. Friday. and Sa urday to approve the bill. However. s

however, wis reported by'the.full Comnittee the following Tﬁes-
day, March 2, which was lesé'than two months afﬁer the President
had sent it to the Hovse. This speedy and favorable treatment
must, to a large extent, be tredited to Adan Cléytoﬁ'?owell who -
apparently has gained some grudging respeét from his coileagués -
for his talent to get things done. One reporter notes that the
school aid action “illusurates vhat many Congressmen see as one

of the representative's chief redeeming virtues: his ability to
run the committee efficiently, processing large amounts of signifi-

cant and complicated legislation . . . ."31

IV. The House Rules gomﬁittéevand
’ Federal Aid to Fducation

The two internal system alterations discussed thus far

conmittee action on federal alid legislation. The shift in pébty

ratio and the ascendance of Powall to the chairmanship meant that

Prew York Times, . February 28, 1965, p. U5,

31Warren Weaver, Jr., "Powell: Nan and Inage," Neu York Times,
February 28, 1965, Part IV, p. 4. Apparently this ability and willinge
ness on fowall's part to run the committee efficiently has nol extended
into the 2nd session of the 89th Congress. In Septomber, 1966, the
members of his committes banded together to strip him of several powers
for his alleged mismanagement and negligence of committee worke.
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% legislative process only under<unusual circumstances. However, if

? s school aid propanents had successfully vaulted this hurdle. they

%_ were also confronted wzth another barrier. the douse Eules Commit~

ﬁ : '_ T tee. where aid to education bills were killed in 1959. 1960. and

As noted‘eérlieru-thé‘nulea'Commiﬁﬁee=£unotipns as the
zétvaning»structure in the Bouse<situated’between thé'Cbmmitteés
and the floor. It is caarged with the responsipvility of determining
which committee-approved measures will be debated and under Whut
conditions on the House floor. Iis influence is described by one
political scientist in the following manner:
The base of the Committee’s power consists in its
opportunities to give or withhold hearings for rules, to
give or withhold rules, to trade a change in the bill for
a rule, to permit or forbid amendments and set the lenzth
of debate, to take advantage of time constrainis near the
end of a session, 10 arbitrate differences between legisla-
tive committees, and te initiate action in the absence of
legislative committee decisions. Its means of power arg
. . the actual exercise of these opportunitiesazplus the delzy,
threat, or anticlipation of their exercises _
It is not thess powers alone, but the uulll.atlon of thewm
\ - by a bipartisan conservative alignment to block "liberal" legisla-
tion which has been the source of conflict surrounding the appro-
i " priate functioning of the Rules Comﬁibtee. The Comnitiee was -

first taken over bx such an alliance in 1537 when a group of

et e e e = - =

dissident Democrats joined the conservative Republicahsfon the

? Coumittee to oppose much of President Franklin‘BOOSQVelt’s legisla-

32James A, Robinson, ( Indianapolis:

The Bobbs-Merrill Company,
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tive program. Betweosn that time and 1961, except for the Republican

o ’80th and Bjrd Ccmgrrasna. the Rnles Committee was generauy dominated

by this bloc. although Speaker Rayburn occasionally was able to pry

-loose a crucially needed vote or two-through hi.s relacionship with
Mmor:l.ty Leader Joe Martin. 3

‘In 1955 Howard Smith assumed '&he chairmanship  of the Committec,'

- His skill at using his position and 'the mwersof the Committee to

keep close rein over the kind of legislation emerging fi-om the douse

has bscome almoss logendary. One of his colleagues has descr:.bed

his political skill in the following manner: '

Ore of the interesting things 1s to.wa’cch the way he

- plays all these different things the way a great coaductor
conduets an orchestra « « « On an economic issue, or a uwel=

. fare issue » o ¢ 1let's say there are five or six of them, he'll
‘play them as carefully as he can and very skillfully to kill as
many as possible, but if he has to knuckle under in order to
get X! by éﬁfmg along with 'A! he will. It's really magnifie
cent skill.

In a manner similar to Barden, Smith has used a variety of

. techniques to discourage legislation he does not favor, If, for

exanmple, leglslation is pending which he finds objectionable it is
not unusual for him to delay for long periocds of time the convening

" of his committee. The story is told that:

‘In Auguét, 1957, he vanished from Washington, 1ea'1iing his
committee without the power to eall itself te order, uhile
the civil rights bill gathered dust in its files. Word seeped

33Ioj£.. also' see Milton C. Cummings, Jr., and Roberi L.
Peabody, "The Declsion to Enlarge the Comnittee on Rules. An Analysis
of the 1961 Vote," in Robert Peabody and Nelson Polsby, Now Persnece

tives on §h§ House o£‘ Egngsggtgﬂxrgs (Chicago: Rand McdWally ana
ompany, 1963), p. 170,

3!"cmngrta:3:am,zu'x Richard Bolling on CBS RGPOI'US. "The Keeper of

_the Rules: Congressman Smith and the New Frontier," G35 TV, January 19,

1961, quoted in Nelson Polsby, Contress and the Presigpncv (Englewood
Cliffs: Prontice-uan. Ine., 1964). Pe 73



back from Virginia that Judge Smith had gone to inspect a .
barn that had burned on his nearby dairy fara.
- 'I knew Howard Smith weuld do moct anything to block a
~'cdvil rights bill, but I never suspected he would r sort
* to arsoti,' Speaker Rayburn quipped, somewhat wryly.dd

It matters wentuany came o 4 vote Chairman Smith and

w!:.‘l.liam Colmer, a Mississippi. Democrat, would c«msistently align

themse.:.ves with the four Republican members of the com.mi**tee ’co

produce 2 aix-to-s 4 tia vote, th.us deming a rule. D:.ssat.isfact:.on

with this situation gained momentun following the 19 58 Democrat:.c )

congressional sweep. Amxious to build a liberal legislative .

: - -.-record’to. campaign i-n the 1960 election, a group of Democrats who
‘ e constituted the Democratic .Study Group went Lo Speaker Rayburn
! early in 1959 and requestéd that something be done about the Rules

1‘%}-7; Commitiee. Counting on his informal relationship with Minerity | ’£* ,
| i.eader Mertin to ‘produce the vital moderaté Republican votes to |
overiide Smith and Colmer on key lssues, Rayoburn assured the group |
that measures would not be bottled up in the"Rdles Committee, Howe

i ever, shortly after this c.ommitment was made, Martin was defeated

as the Republican leader by Charles Halleck in a surprise vote

4 seventy-fouf to seveu'rl'.y.36 Furthermore, two Republicans on the

S ~ Rules Comuittee wére replaced by Hajleck with two more conservative
mémbers and consequently the Democratic liberals 2and leadez;ship SGW

| - many of the bills they strongly-favored stalled or buried in the Rules
' Committes, | o

35‘1'om Wicker, "Again That Roadblock in Congress," The liau
York Times Magazine, August 7, 1960, p. 15

36R0binsonp op, _cite, Po 72,

371van Henderaker, "From the 86th to the 87th Congresss
Controversy over 'Majority Rule,'" in A_@W Aunual,
1961=1962 (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 19613, pp. 76=93.
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. Included among the”ﬂouse'bills which were not granted a rule

in 1959 was the MnrrayHMatcalf education bill (H R. 22) which would
3 "autmorize $1 1 billinn a year for a fourqyaar period 0 be ‘used for ’
’;gehggl'constructipn and teadhers',salaries.' Schobl.aid supporters
'-wééa aﬁlefto secure cdmﬁittgé~approval by a vote of eighteén to'
-twelve ngrdan’anq Landrum voted with the ten Republicaﬁs),but they

) were,uhablq to generate.@nough pressure to mcve the proposal through

the rulés stage Whére fhe bill was lodged from June'to'the end of
the session. There is evidence to indicate that the prOponents
actually'did not expect approval of the bill, but were intereuted in
spotlighting the obstructive posture of the Rules Qommit%ée; One
of the comauthors,of the bill commented:

We got that bill out of Committes and we knew it didn't

stand a chance of getting through the Rules Committee, but
we just let it sit there.. It put a few feeb to fire. We
got enough pressure built up so that the next year when we
came back with a construction bill u got one extra vole and
got it through thie Rules Committee. .

During the 1960 sessbon the Senate passed a bill that was
introduced the previous year by Senator Pat MeNamara (Des aicn.)
which called for an authorization of $1.8 billion for both school
construction and teachers' salaries to be spread in such 2 manner
that the poorer .states would receive more money than the more
wealthy states.

The—House bill was more moderate; it provided for construce

tion only and did not include an equalization formula. The proposal

aaMnnzor and Fenno, 9Q. cite» p. 134
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: Mareh 25 w‘cere nothing happened ﬁo i’b until the middle ‘of Ma;

A

was passed by the Heuse Committes:on Education and Labor by a

vof.e of nineteen to eleven and sent to the Rulee commi*tee on

Impatient wer ‘hhe long delay in Rules. the sponsors of school

- aid decided to use Calendar Wednesday (wh:mh had been succe sful. ly
_used to pass %he Area Redevelopnent bill earlier) to bring the

Ny bill to the House floor. However. twentj-four hours cefore tne

deadline, Cheiman Smith "t it known that he would hold a
hearing on the education bill on Thursday morning (May 19) if
plane for Calendar Wednesday were.dropped. s

Ra.ther than encourage the use of Calendar Wednesdey, "thu.,,
undercutting the influence of the Rules Comm.ttee. Smith pre..umabl,,r

~ decided that it would be wise for the Committee members to make the

decision, It soon became apparenL that Smith had resisted putting

the issue to a vote because the coalition which blocked much legise-

| lation with a six-to-ae:bc tie would be temporarily broken. This

development resulted from the fact f.hat B. Ca.rroll Reece. a I2epu.::>l:|.ca.n

from Tennessee, was x'epor‘bedly under considerable fire from his

. Pinancially needy constituency who were aware that the Rules Commike
tee had blocked school aid the previous year. -Consequently, they

were pr'eesuring Reece to support the 1960 education bill and he pledged
‘to do se.u0 ‘I‘her‘efore. on Moy 19 the bill received amle to proceed

to the floor by a vote of seven to five (see Table2h).
~ Action on the floor eventually resulted in the House approval
of a general school aid bill for the first time in American history.

SRR

3980ndiner. M.. p. 166.
Wn,
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'. Bolstered by the Democratic victory in ’1958 ‘the pro-aid forces

were able to !.'ashion a 206-189 vote for passage. However. the

-~1v5.ctory was. ge:’med at the oost of.‘ attaching the Powell J\mend.ncnt. oO ). the -

bill. Despi.te the pleas.of Democratic floor leaders,. 100 Horthern

and Western Danocrats. who were fac:.nrr a fall eleotion. voted i‘or

the Civil Rio'hts propositiono 'J.‘hey were joined by seve“xuj-seven

Republicans t»ho subsequently turned around and voted aaaz.nst | |

ﬁ.na.l passage. ‘I'he inclusion of the Powell Amendment, as-i% turncd

: out. eventually doomed the lerrislatn.on, ol
Sinoe the House version dii‘fored from the Senate's education

b:L'Ll. a conference was necessary to work out the appsopriste adjuste

ments. Unlees unanimous consent is granted for such a c.onference it

is necessary to secure & special rule from the Rules Cormittes and

this did become necessary when Refpresentative August Johansen (R.,

Mich.) objected. The House Committee on Rules while meeting in |

: executive session on June 22 refused by a seven-to-five vote to send
the legislatn.on to conference. | “
Representatzve Trimble. an Arkansas Democra s and Repres cn‘oat:.ve
Reece. both of whom voted to eecpedite the neasure on lisy 19, reversed
their oositions and voted against it on ’ch_:.s occaslon. It was
reported that Trimble, a supporter of federal an.d. found it politi-
| "cally hazardous to: promote a bill containing an anti-se'frega'clon clause

while Reece no longer fell obligated to vote against his convictions

. since hs had fulxil.led his original pledge. Subsequently, little

was done be‘bweeh June 22 until Congress adjourned on September 1

to alter the situation. Apparently, Republicans were relieved t‘na.t

5199 m“‘wmm;wm Nay 27, 1960, 2.
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Presment Eisenhower would not have to nake a chioce between
. vetoa.ng an education bill in an_election Foor and signing a bill
he had publicly denounced. Many libem.L Eﬁemocrats. on the other

hand. were more .‘mterested in a campaign iesue than pushmg

for a conference which would undoubtedly result in deleting ehe
teachers® .salaries from the bill. One of ‘the five Denocrats on

the Rules Committes who voteu for the conference indlcated later v‘
why they did ﬁot fight for a tprnabout: -"we- were planning a full-scale

attack on the power of the Committee and we felt that the worse it

looked, the bettero"uz

After the 1960 electi.on@ Pre:sident-elect Kennedy and his .
fellow liberal Democrats realized that confrontation w.\.th ’che
Rules Committee was necessary. Kennedy felt that unless something
was done to bresk the conservative plock "nothing controversial
would come to the floor: of the Congress. Our whole progre.m vould
be emasculated. ““’3 However, the President also. Xknew that the
initiative for change must come from the House of Represen’catz.ves
not the White House; consaquen’cly, Speaker San Rayourn would be
larzely responsible for deciding how to handle the Rules cmmn:t.i-.tee.L"LP

Wi statement of Reprbsentat:\;ve Richard Bolling was quoted
by Bendiner, _qp__gj_.;h_o_. pe 171, .

“'BQuoted in Sorensen, gp_,__c_‘,L,b., pe 340. On August 26, 1969,
eleven members rose on the House ﬂoor to denounce the Committee on Rules
agd gemand reform. Congressional Rscord, August 26. 1960, pp. 16698=
16706.

. , M’fhere are severaj. infomative studies of this tepic. Sees
Hugh Douglas Price, "Kace, Religlon, and the Rules Commlttee, " 3n Alan
Westin, ea.. W Yew York: Harcourt, Brace, and World,
1962 » PP -73- Copmings and Peabndy, ops Gt Robers fesbody, The

Enlarged es Oommittee" in the .mme volumes Robinson, ope cile: leil
hac’\lﬁ'% a oeracy (New !ork. David icKay Company, 1963)
- n

. ¥, ye. w Coalition Takes Control:
The H{onse Rules Committee M'. of 1961 iNew York: IeGraw-nill Book

L:}~ *
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The several alternatives open to the Spesker all involved
a basic declsion conpem.tng whether a change should be made to
diilute the insititutional power of the Comnittee or alter its
political balance without tampering with its authority. For example,
an attempt could be made to reinstitute the "twenty-ons-day rule”
used in 1949, to retduce the number of names reéuired for a disw
charge petition, restrict the poﬁers of the chalrman, and limit the
jurisdictiqn of the Committee. On the other hand, the Speaker could
opt for retaining a strong Rules Committes by changing the compo=-
sition of the membership thus harnessing the Commititee's power to
work for the will of the majority. This could be done in two basic
manners. Ffirst, the decision could be made aﬁmong Democrats (as was
suggested by the Democratic Study Group) by removing Representative
Colmer from the Committee on grounds tk;at he campaigned against the
Democratic Party in the past election. 45 e could then be replaced
by a "loyal"' Democrat who would create a seven-to-fivé "liberal"
majority. Secondly, the entire House could be called upon to enlarge
the Rules Commitﬁee from twelve to fifteen members. The tuo=to=-one
ratio of majority to minority could be maintained by allowing the
Republicans to add one memver while the Democrats added two. OSince
Halleck could be expected to add a conservative and Rayburn tuo
"jiberal" Democrats (one Southern to maintain the balance on civil
rights); this alteratior& would generally result in an eight-to~-seven
line-up that would ordinarily report "liberal" legislation, except
civil rights which would need Republican support on the Commitiee.

-

l,"sM'acNeil‘. ope ©it., pp. 416-417. Congressional Quarterly
Weekly Report, January 6, 1961, pe 4 . ._

. !'.
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Aftor reportedly feeling out Smith and finding him unagreeable
to any kind of chan'ge'. Rayburn indicated that he leaned, though
reluctantly, toward replacing Colmer. This inclination immediate-
1y triggered strong resistance, particularly from those committed
to the seniority system. It was pointed out that others had not.
been chastised for similar action in the past. Adam Clayton Powell,
for example, had supported Eisenmhewer in 1956 but retained his place
in the party hierarchy. It was also noted that this acticn was
likely to alienate Southern Democrats to the point where they would
join Republicang on the floor of the House, thus endangering the
President's program even if it was able to proceed through Ru.‘l.es.l"6

Conssquently, Rayburn announced later that favored an
enlarged Rules Committee as the most "palinless" way out of the-
circunstance. 47 This decision meant that the entire House would be
involved in the -':outcome; Rayburn would need considerable Southern
support and votes from liberal Republicans to pull it off. However,
the day after Rayburn disclosed his strategy the Republican Policy
Committee .announced its opposition and declared its suppdrt for
Chairman Smith. Vaseillating Republicans were called upon to
make a difficult choice since comnittee assignments were yet to be
made.l'8

January 25 was originally selgcted as thé day for the shov-
down vote. As it approached it becanie evident from extensive
polling by both sides that the issue would be settled by less than
ten votes. In fact, the vote promiéed to be so close that Spezker
Rayburn had it postponed until January 31,

Yiaclieil, Ibides ppe 419-426. |
‘WCon ressional Quarterl Heeldy Report, January 31, 1961, Pe 310 -

s
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, cNeil, op. cit., p. 428 ..
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On the day of the cruclal vote the gallery was packed
to ultness one of the most dramatic congressional decisions
in recent years. The debate was limited to cne hour and thirty
minutes for each side. Judge Samith and his supporters argued
against “packing the committee" and the Rayburn forces opposed
"frustrating the will of the majority." Finally the long-awaited
roll call vote was mad'e/%;g the House adopted the resolution to
enlarge the Rules Committee to 15 members by a vote of 217 to 212,
Rayburn gained all of the 129 Northern and Western Democratic
votes, 66 votes from border and Southern states, and 22 Republican
votes. Smith had gathered 148 Republican votes and 54 Democratic
votes, all from Southern and border statas.w?,

The Speaker was now in a position to "reform" the Rules
Committee. He selected Carl Elliott, an Alabama liberal (on economic
issues), and B, F. Sisk, a liberal from California, as the two Dems;;
cra.ti.c appointees to the Commictee. Both mem favored federal aid
for education and as Table 24 shows they both voted to expedite
aschool aid legislation in 1961, Representative Sisk, who remained
" on the Committee, also voted to grant the 1965 bill a rule.

The account of the 1961 school aid action presented in Chepter
III related how this enlargement did not prevent the Kennedy aid
- bills from being killed in the Rules Committee after all. However,
in that particular instance it was not the action of a conservative
coélition which éut off the bill; it was Represshtative Delaney,

a liberal (but Catholic) Committee member, who dealt the fatal blow.
Prlesumably. the federal aid biil wduld have bee_n processed through
'the- Rules jurictlon had not the rqngibus g:opfliét flared as it did.

week __Rq 00 t,’ February 3, 1961,
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voted eight-to-seven to clear the school aid bill for floor cone-

' Peabody, "The Enlarged Rules Comaittee," op. .cit., pp. 129-154. Carl
 Elliott passed away in 1961 and was replaced by John Young of Texas

) fh- House.

.

ki

In 1963 the House Rules Committee was permanently expanded

to fifteen nembers. > . This institutlonal change meant that in

1965 the proponents of school ald ﬁere likely to be granted 2

rule if, among other things, the religious issue was resolved.

It i3 important to note, however, that it was not only vital for
the proponents to gain Delaney's vote; they also needed the

support of the Protestant Democrats on the Rules Committee in

view of the fact that in i961 Representatives Elliott, Thornberry
and Trimble, had indicated that they would have voted to table

the NDEA Amendment bill if Delaney had not joined the conservative
coalition to kill all three education bills. Ceonsequently, the
fact that the religious issue was generally resolved among the
major interest groups probably prevented the blockage of the 1965
school aid bill in the Rules Committee once again since Trimble and ]
three c;ther Protestant Democrats (Bolling, Young and Pepper) voted

P

for the 1965 bill. The fruits of the enlargement fight and the

A

settling of the religious question, then, were realized by federal

£

aid to education backers on March 22, 1965, when the Rules Comuitteo

'Qideration. Clearly, the enlargement of the Rules Comnittee made

i TR L e . - N
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|
such an action possible once the other controversial issues surrounding ;

g
fedoral aid were resolved in the House, as they essentislly were in !
1965. -

cuie

5°For a comparisén of the 1961 and 1963 votes ses Robert

which did not alter the "liberal-conservative" composition of tae
Committee. B '

~ S'prisble was the only one of the thres still & mexber of




'TABLE 2%

5 VOTES IN RULES COMKITTEE TO ZXPEDITE |
i PEDERAL AID LEGISLATION 1960-1965 7
. ' 1960 1960 1961 1961

| 1st 2nd ist 2nd 1965

Yote  Yote  Vote  Vote  Vote
Democpats

Smith (Va.) N N N N un kS
Columer (iiss,) | N N N R S
Madden (Ind.) Y Y Y Y ye L
Delancy (N. Y.) Y Y N N Y
Trimble (Ark.) Y N 4 Y- Y i
Thornberry (Tex.) Y 4 Y Y
Bolling (Mo.) . Y Y Y Y Y 8
O'Neill (Hass.) Y Y N ¥ Y {
Elldott (Ala.) Y Y -
Sisk (Cal.) Y Y Y kil
Young (Tex.) ' Y i,
Pepper (Fla.) Y 5
Allen (T11.) =~ N N 4
Broun (Ohio) N . | N N N
' Reece (Tenn.) Y N ,

‘ Budge (Ida.) | N N

. St. Gecrge (N. Y.) N N

: Smith (Cal.) N N N
‘Hoffman (Ill.) N N
Avery (Kan.) o N N
Anderson (I11.) | - N
Martin (Neb.) ; | . XN
- Totals .. Y7 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y-8

N5 Fe? N9 NeB a7

, ! - Yos Vote
Mo HoVote - -

(o



., ). | i ’ 207

The alterations within the congre,séidnal sysvem dlscussed
in this chapter clearly facilitated the enactment of the 1965

Education Act. The thrze major changes contributed to the pro-

- K ..
‘ PR
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ponent victories at points in the system prior to floor considera-
R . tion ard to a speqdy legislative trek for the proposal. This -
""“ latter point should not be overlooked. The accent on speed
stressed by the Administration and congressional proponents of the
| bill stems from the view that if a highly controversial bill can be
processed smoothly and quickly it 1s less likely to be diverted by
3 the several issues involved and ultimately defeated. With a long

history of controversy surrounding the question of federal school
aid, it is understandable that the backers of the 1965 bill were
/ anxious to process it quickly to minimize the possibillities of
its fatal entanglement with the perennlal issues. The fact that
they were successful, =~ the bill was passed by the House in less
than three morths =- must be explained, in part, by tiechanges
which occurred. within the system prior to the introduction of the
- 1965 proposal.
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CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Aftor many yesrs of frustrating failure, the proponents
of general federal aid for education finally achieved victory
with the enactment of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965. This study has been primarily concerned with
identifying the factors which contributed to the passage of this
legiclation.

In an attempt to organize the many relevant factors into
& meaningful pattern, the decision was made to utilize a vorsion

| . of one of the more recent methodological approaches in political

science: an input-ont systems model. The national legislature

was designed at the unit of analysis. The primary task was to

indicate which taétors inptnzing vpon the legislature and within °

the legislative systea had undergone sufficient change prior to

and during 1965 to prodm:e:» the new outpute=the Bducation Act of b

The most fendamental finding which emerges from this endeavor

B h thet the final passage of the school &id bill ' cannot be explained

bya single major change st the exclusion of others. The long=-

vmm wust be viewed in the cbnta:t'of'gevoral
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f _ i.nutrmb;: Qntmcﬁteé factors. The interdependence among the
| | l;t' of 'chdnzu is such thup At is not possible to systematically
s rank them in order of importance in any meaningfrl fashion.
Indeed, it would be & aistake to attenpt such a rarking since
it would imply a simplifisd conception of the complex interaction
anong th; factors which made the passage of the propossl possible,
All are necsssary to explain the outcome while no single variable
{ : is sufficient.
| Although no hisrarchy of factors is achievable, it is
instructive to review the major changes which took place and to -
note their respocgivo contributions to the outcome. It is
conceivable that a faltering at any one of the links would have
doomed the bill or modified it cansiderably.
Concerning the changes among tho input factors, the Demo-
cratic victory in the '196u election is one of the crucial compo-
\ nents of the pattern. As has been demonstrated, the question of
| | federal school ald became an increasingly partisan issue and the
ideological gap between the parties was unusuzlly wide during the
1964 campaign. Consequently, the overwhelming Democratic victory
provided & solid foundation for the 1965 federal aid effort. The -
elaction resulted in a predominantly liberal Congress with a
Democratic majority of 36 in the Senate and, most importeatly, 155
in the Hous2 of R‘.brqun.tatlvu. | Th}n.a congressional line-up meant
that the Desoorats were presented with an exceptional opportunity
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. legislative agenda for the first session of the 89th Congress and

factor in the building of a consensus for the school aid bill. The

to deliver on their long-time pledge to enact a federal aid for

educstion program.

Fortunately for the supporters of fadei'al 2id, the 1964
slection also resulted in another favorable input factor, the
retaining of President Lyndon Johnson in the White House. This
is ancther key aspect of the pattern since 1t is apparent that
President Johnson iz both one of the strengest advocates of fede
eral school aid and the most astute and persuasive politician to
occupy the Presidency in the postdordd War II period. There is
1ittle doubt that he made school ald the pricrity item on his

provided the necezsary leadership to assure enactment of the bill,

_ Not only was the Johnsen Administration strongly committed
to federal aid, but the President and his associates displayed
cons.iderable ingenuity in constructing the till, working with key
interest groups, and devlising the strategy for guiding the proposal -
through the leglslative process. Thelr task in all three of these
respects was simplified by the passage of the Civil Rights Act of
1?64. an earlier output of the legislative system which eventually
had a "foedback” effect on the 1965 school aid action. Title VI

Fd s e

of thas legislation outlawed the allocation of federal funds to
segregated programs. Consequently, one of the controversial come

ponents of the federal aid issue was largely removed as a complicating
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propsnents were free to plan their strategy on the assumption that ,
the proposal would not become seriously dntangled with a civil rights 2
anendaent as was the oase in 1956 aud 1960,
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Given the impressive ccngressional majority and the
neutralization of the segregation question, the Administration
- forces assumed the responsibility of drafiing an "acceptable® \
bill, a bill that would gain the support of the major organized
dnterest groups. They concentrated on devising an appropriate \
foraula for resolving another complicating variable: the quese
tion of aid to non«~public schools. The ingredients of such &
formula were plain. It was necessary to include some form of '
assigtance that would gain the support of the Catholic organiza=
tions yet not alienate the Protestant groups and the National
Education Association. The Administration wisely decided to
include representatives from both of these perspectives in working
out the approach. Separate ind joint conferences were held by .
the Administration officials in the fall of 1964 with the Natioaal
Catholic Welfare Conference and the National Education Association.

e aTime e
PRESRES. SN PN

The fact that these meetings were successful was attested to’ by

e L. T e
T

the simultaneous approval of the bill by these two key organiza-

L e

tions on the day Presicent Johnson made it public. Eventually,

A ¥ e

these organizations were joined in their support of the legislation
by most of the major Protestant organizations. The willingness
of these groups to compromise on the issue was /dp doubt related

to the desire by most 6@' the groups to avert a repeat of the 1961

% PO . -ﬂ.« o ':‘ti' T
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‘conflict, the "ecumenical environment” that had developed, and
possibly to the growing support of public opinion on the question
of aid to private schools, .
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"1ty to the major environmental changes which were, and still are,
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Not only did the Administration fashion a bill that satise
fied both the Cathelice and Protestants, it also presented a
proposal which was particulariy "in tune" with developing
circumstances during the mid-1960's. Three major envirormental
changes had ocqurred in the society which contained inportant
consequences for the education function. These changes included
the "rediscovery” of poverty in America,the metropolitanization
of the society, and the renewsd vitality of the civil rigats
movement. The combination of these factors prodiced a new poli-
tical environment and set of inputs on the national legislative
systen. The dratters of the Administration’s bill took advane
tage of these developments and successfully 1inked the question
of federal school aid to the problem of poverty in America, the
crisis confronting urban and rural schools, and implicitly to il
the civil rights revolution. This put the issue of federal assise- Aﬂ
tancé in a refreshing context which had considerable possibilities fﬁ
for galning widespread support. Indeed, it is difficult to imagine ﬁﬁ;
& proposal which would have more "political appeal" than the bill
presented by the Administration. The proposal reflected sensitive

occurring in the sociaﬁy'to'such an extent that even the opponents
of federal assistance to education found it difficult %o develop
& case against the basic concept underpinning the legiglation.

The combination of a proposal which simultaneously articulated
& response to pressing circumstantial factors and resolved (if only
temporarily) the church-state dﬂm. r_oaulted inan interest
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group alignment thaﬁ weighed heavily in favor of the proﬁdnents.
‘Nhoreas the great majority of school aid supporters backed tha

bill, the long-time group foes of federal ald mustered virtually

no resistance to the legislation. In fact, it appears that the
staunchest historical opponents of federal aid to education
abdicated thoir poéition during the 1965 action and viewed resis-
tance as a "lest cuase." Consequently, the new group coalition |
which eme;';_.;ed in 1965 constitutes an additional integral part of
the input factors which acted on the national legislature to produce
4 new response to the educational problems of the nition.

All of these inmput vairlables operated in favor of the
enactment of the proposed school aid bill. Their combined pressure
made it unlikely that the legislative system wogld not produce the
new policy output. However, changes within the system constituted
additional factors which eventually assured that the lerrisla ion
uould not be unduly delayed and “endangered by the ccuntless number
of hazards whlich may erupt while a bill is under consideration. Adanm
Clayton Powell as Chairman of the House Committee on Education and Law
bor in place of Graham Barden meant that the Administration had a
supporter of federal aid at a vital point i.n the system and could
count on cocperation, which it received with a slight delay. The
‘new two-to-one ra%io of Democrats and flepublicans on the Commitiee,
instituted in 1959 and retained in 1965, provided further assurénce
that favorable Committee treatment would be given to the bill.

Finally, ‘the onlargmnt of tha House Rules Committae and the
resolution of tho rougi.mu hm mng the various groups contributed
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‘to favorable commitiee action and consequently removed the
last institutional pitfall in the system which had blocked
earlier aid bllls.
Reflecting on the mixture of both input and system cnannes

which occurrad prior to and during 1965, it would be -somewhat
. surprising if the Elementary and Secondary Education Act had
not passed. The trio of system changes which had occurred over
a period of three years (1959-1961) removed key ‘institutionsl
obstacles and inched the proponents of ald closer and closer to
their goal. Once the Rules Committes was enlarged in 1961 the
institutional structure per se of the legislative system wzs no
longer a hindrance to the proponents of aid (if. indeed, it ever
was). The next requirement was a cohesive majority that could
process a school aid bill through the relatively streamlined
system. The Democratic victory at the congressional level provided
the basis for such a majority and the victery at the presidential
level supplied a President who was not only capable of leading
the majority but with the political skill to devise a proposal that
was accep‘eab_le,_ to'_ the relwant nox;-g_ove_rnmental groups, in sunm, _all
of the Qajor factdrs Wwere altered in the direction which favored the
~enactment of school aid leglislation. -There is no apparent change
 which _Oparatéd to reducé the chances of the proponents! vicﬁorys
 the 4desl pattern finally meshed. Congressuan Powell sumarized
- the s:!.tuat:l.on wnen he stated: "It We don't get Federal aid for
education in this congross we uight. as uell forget all about :Lt

- for anothor zonoration. .
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At a more genural level of analysis tﬁis account of the

passage of the'1965 Edycation Act ﬁrovides a source for hypothe-
sizing about how major political innovation occurs in relation to
the national leglslative system... This study suggests that majpr .
innovation is likely to result fubm a serles of incremental changes - : iii
which culminate at a point in time rather than result from a | f%;
single major event. This appears to be the usual case for at éﬂ
least two reasons. First, the legislative system involves a 3@}
nore difficult terrain for proponents of change because they

| are required to win approval at a series of junctions while oppo=-

nents need to halt innovation at only a single point in the system.

Seéond. any major controversial lssue is usually not a single

issue at all, bubt a group of interrelated controversial issues

= sotvan N e e T e R
= AN 4 - T S VISP

which must somehow be resolved before the basic change can occur. By
~ For example, consensus on federal aid for education as a policy

_ position is not enough; consensus must also be built on the question

ey e
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of aid to segregated schools, aid to non-public schools, the alloca-
tion of aid among the States, and the "appropriate" role of the
Federal govefmment in the education function. To the extant

that other issues are alse ohafacterized by a variety of controver-

‘sial sdb-issues.'major innovation will generally take place only

ﬁhen it is possible to resolve the component parts. This is likely
to involve several incremenxal changes over a pericd of time. As each

incremental alteration ocours or is accomplished. the proponents

of innovatioh may'uoncentratenthe;r etforts on the remain;ng hurdles.
Ie they are fortuitous and'akilltniithoyvcan be successful.
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This acoount also indicates the significante of the

| téedback effect of eari:!.er sirstém 6utputs on panding legislation,

The supporters of school aid viewed, with good reason, the 1961

" outcome as a major defeat which probably dooméd the possibilities

of victi;ry in the neax fu*;ure., ' However'.f as it turned out, the
1961 action and output did not terminate the efforts to bring
about, chainge. but actually stimulated the relevant groups to
search with a new vitality for a compr_omise' solution. Thus, what
appeared to be a negative output eventually had a positive impact
on future preceedings.

‘Similarly, the enactment of the Civil Rights Act of 196k,
although it did not directly .‘mdlude references to federal aid
‘to education, bad an important feedback effect on the passage of
the 1965 school aid bill. By dealing ﬁith the question of federal
aid and segregation at the broadest level it, in effect, removed

from consideration (at least for Northern Democrats and Republicans)

-

one of the major issues which had helped to block the enaciment of
earlier proposals. In sum, ‘the student of political innovation
should be cognizant ef the latent implications of earller outputs

for the change he is analyzing.
Finally, this study and some recent subsequent developments

suggést a more spéculativé.'but worth mentioning, hypothesis concerning
~ the kind of political change we have discussed. It seems that once

the proponents achieve victory in an area where they were unsuccess~

ful for a considerabls time, they move to cxéand the magnitude of
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_Bducation Act of 1965 Although the original Adninistration

thqir victory rapidly. More specifically, the backers of scnool
aid vere able tS increase considerably the Federal government's

fiscal commitument to the 1965 program during the 1966 Congressional
session. In October of 1966 both the House and the Senate péssed

auended Administrati,bn bills authoriz 1ng nev funds under the

bill requested an authorization of $1.3 billion for the fiscal
year 1967, the H'c;use authorized about $1;8 billion and the Senate

$2.2 billion for 1967 and $3.5 billion and $3.6 billion respectively for
1968. In other words, assuming action by the appropriations comni-
tees, the federal support gor elementary and secondary education

would experience a six-fold increase during the first three years

of the 1965 law. This development provides strong evidence for
considering the Bducation Act of 1965 as the "dreaded break-through"
opponents of federal ald fought against for so 1oxig. There is good
reagon to belisve that a substantial expansion of the Federal

government's role in education is new established and will no

doubt increase rapidly.
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. Title I--Financial Assistance %o Local Educational Agencies
3 ‘ for the Education of Children of Low-Income Familles

o Poliey - . . . to provide financial assistance to locul edu-
" , catlonal agencies serving arecas with coricentrations :
o | . 0f children from low-income families %o expand and '

g ! ' dmprove their educational programs by various means ‘
T | (including preschool programs) which contribute
“ partiocularly to moeting the speclal educational

» needs of educationally deprived children.

y Estimated Funds--$1,17},887,L5k
Duration--July 1, 1945, to June 30, 1968

i ' Formula--The allocation to esch county 1s computed by adding =
g . (a) the number of children aged 5 to 17 from faml- M
’ lies with incomes of less than $2,000 to ({b) the
. , number of children ageéd 5 to 17 from families me-
colving an annual incomo in excess of $2,000 from
- :> - payments through the progrem of aid %o feamilies
A with dependont children under Title IV of ths So-
o\ clal Security Act and {c¢) mulsiplying the sum by
one-half the state average por pupil current exe
penditure during the school year 1963-196l.
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Administratlon--Local educationsl agenciss may receive funds
for any fiscal yoar only upon application thorefor
approved by the appropriate state educational agon-
¢y, upon its determination:

(1) that paymonts will be used for programs and
projects of gufficient sizo, scope, and quality L
‘ l : to glve reasonable promisze of substantial pro- T
? ‘ gress toward meeting the speclal educational P
o | needs of children from low-income familles;
ﬁ (2) that the loecal agency has made provision
for including special educational services and
' -arrangements (such as dual enrollment, sduca-
tionel radlo and television, and mobile educa-
tional services and equipment) in which low-in-

comeé children attending non-public school can
participate;

(3) that a public agency will administor the
funds and property ac~uired under the title;
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fh) that the construction of school facilitics

' ander the title be consistont with overall
state plans for the constructisn of school
facllitics;

(5) that effective procodures will be adopted
for evaluatling st loust annually the effec-
tivenegs of the programs in meeting ihe
spoeclal noeds of educationally deprived
childron;

(6) that the local educational agency will make
an snnuel reoport to the State educatlonal
agency including the above information:

{7) that whorever there 1s, in tho aroa sorved
by the local educational progream, sn Anti-
Povorty Progrem, the programs and projects
have been developed In cooperation with the
public or private non-profit sgency respon-
sible for the community action progran; and

(8) that effective procedures will be adopted
for secquiring and disseminating to teachors
and administrators significant information
derived from educatlonal research, demoa-
stration, and similar projects, and for
adopting, where appropriate, promising edu-
cational practices doveloped through such
projects.

“1tle IT-=School Library Rfesources, Textboocks, and Other In-
structional Materiel

Policy =~ . . . to establish a program for making grants for
the acquisition of school library resources, text-
books, end other printed and pvblished instrucitilonal
mnaterlals for the use of canlldren end teachers in
public and privato elcmentary end secoadary schools.

30, 1966; the Congress to dotermine the authoriza-
tion thoreafter. '

|

i Distribution--EBach state will receive a proportion of the

} Total grant that is oqual to that state'!s propor-

! tion of all public and non-public school chlldrein

{ enrolled in elementary and secondary schools. :

Administrétibnr-In ordeﬁ to participate. a State would submit
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to the Office of Edusation a plan spelling out
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criteria to be used in allocating funds within
the State. The plan must take into conslderation
the need of children and teachers for such mate-
rial and provide assurance that such materials
would be provided on an equitable basls for all

- elementary and secondary school children and
teachers. Ti%le to library resources, textbooks,
and other printed amnd publishsd instrucilional
matoriels furnished pursuent to this title, snd
control and'administration of their use, shall
vest only in a public agency. '

Title III--Supplementary Bducational Centers and Services

Policy =- . . . to ostabllsh a progrem for making grants
to supplementary educational centers and services,
to stimulate and assist in the provision of vi-
tally noeded educational services not avallable
in sufficient quantity or qusality, and to stimu-
late and assist in the development and establish-

Al i - e vt © o e
e e - e

educational programs to serve as models for regu-
laxr achool progrema.

Estimated Funds-~375,000,000 for the flscal year ending
June 30, 1966; the Congress to determins the au-

thorization thereafter.

|

!
I
:
g!'.01.sl1;:'1'bui;1.t':_n---‘n':a.ah state would recaive a flat grant of
! $200,000. In addition, each state would receive
l wo rmoroe grents based on thelr proportion of

‘ children 5 to 17 and their proportion of the
|

-

total national population.

! Administration--Under this program the local educatlonal

, sgency or agencles apply for a grant through th
] fate Department of DRducation. The plan, in the
! establishmont and carrying out of the progren,
must include the particlpation of persons brosdly
: ropresentative of the cultural and educational
‘resources of the area to be served. The plan may
include such educationel services as guldance and
counseling, remedial instructicn, school health
services, dual enrollment programs, and speclal-
1z0d instruction in subjects not taught in the
local schools. Cultural services msy Iinclude
i syuphony orchestras, museums, plangtgriums,

nent of exeomplary elementary and secordary school .




3
ha's theaters, and the like.

Title IV--Educa#ional Reszarch and Training

‘Qﬂ Policy and Funds--The titie amends the Cooperative Research
o ' Act t0 authorize $100,000,000 over the next five

yoars for the construction of national end regional
rogearch facilitles. In addition to the construc-
tlon funds, thero is provision for expansion of the

current roesearch programs administered by the Of-
fice of Education.

and programs of national ond reglonal research
laboratories. Proposesls for» such granis would be
developed by groups representing State departments
of education, local school systems, and universi-
tles. Programs would basically be located in areas
of population concentration where an adequate oper-
ating staff may be assembled, but laboratory ac-

Administration--Grants would be dlstributed For construction
tivitles would extend throughout each region.

Policy «--To establish a program for meking grants to stinmu-
late and asslst States in strengthening the leader-
ship resources of thelr State educational agencies,
and to assist those agencies in the establishment
and improvement of programs to identify and moet
tho educational needs of the state.

Estimated Funds--$lg 250,000 for the fiscal year ending
' une 30, 1 é ;3 the Congress to determine the au-
thorization thereafter. '

Distrimution--Each State shall receive a $100,000 flat grant
~and a proporilon of €5 por cent of the remaining

funds that 1s equal to its proportion of all puolic
school puplls. .

.

Title V--Grants to Strengthen State Departments of Education
|

JAdministration-~State departments, when applying for grants,
would review their present programs and indicate
thelr greatest needs. Granits could be utilized to
improve educational planning; ldentlfy special edu-
cational provlems and needs; evaluate educational

| prograems and eny number of projects that would
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education and the sarvices they provide to local

‘sducational agencies.
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